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NICVM;, 


Reverend Brethren, 


H E Sacrament of the Eycharift 
bas for ſome Time been the Sub- 
| ject of Debate amongſt us, and 

appears to be fo ſtill, in ſome 
Meaſure ; ; particularly. with re- 
gard to the ſacrificial Part of 

As it is a federal Rite between God and 
Man it muſt be ſuppoſed to carry in it 
ſomething that God gives to us, and ſomething 
alſo that we. give, or preſent, ta God. Theſe 
are, as it were, the wo integral Parts - that 

Holy Ceremony: The former ma be 

calle the — Part, and 2 * 
ſacrificial; Any great Miſtake concerning ei- 

ther, may be of very ill Conſequence to the 

main Fhing: For, if we either miſtake the na- 
ture of God's engagements towards us, or the na- 
ture of our engagements towards God, in that 
ſacred Solemnity, we. fo far defeat the great 
Ends and Uſes of It, and prejudice ourſelves 1 in 


1g * | 
A 2 "72 of Que- 


*, 4 * 1 . 


4 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 
h A Queſtion was unhappily raiſed amongſt 
us, about an Hundred * Whether the 
material Elements of the Euchariſt were pro- 


& 1 


gether extinct even at this Day 
Thoſe who ſhall look narrowly into the 
Heart of that Diſpute, may ſee reaſon to judge, 
that a great Part of it aroſe from ſome Confi- 
on of Ideas, or Ambiguity of Terms; more 
particularly, to the want of ſettling the Dęfi- 
nitions of Sacrifice by certain Rules, ſuch as 
might fatisfy reaſonable Men on Both Sides. 
How that Confuſion at firſt aroſe, may per- 
haps be learned, by looking back as far as to 
Bellarmine about 1590, or however as far as to 
the Council of Trent, about Thirty Years higher. 
Before that Time, things were much clearer ſa 
far as concerned this Article. No-body almoſt 
doubted but that the old Definitions of Sacri- 
ce were right, and that ſpiritual Sacrifice was 
true and proper Sacrifice, yea the moſt proper 
PTT nn 
Hͤ)piritual Sacrifice is St. Peter's Phraſea: And 
it agrees with St. Paul's Phraſe of reaſonable 
Service b: And both of them fall in with our 
Lord's own Phraſe, of worſhipping God in Spi- 
| Km rit 


® x Pet. ii. 5. 
Rom. xii. 1. 


De Chriſtian Sac crifice explained. 3 
rit and in Truth e. It is ſerving God in new- 
neſs of Spirit, not in the oldneſs of the Letter d. 
It is offering him true Sacrifice, and dire Ho- 
mage, as-oppoſed to legal and typical, in order 
to come at true and direct Expiation, without 
the previous Covers or Shadows of egal and 
typical Expiations, which reached only to the 
purifying of the Fleſh, not to the purging ng of yy 
Conſcience e. This kind of Sacrifice called 
ritual, does not mean mental Service only, | 
takes in mental, vocal, and manual, the 3 
of the Heart, Mouth, and Hand; all true and 
direct Service, Bodily f Service, as well as any 
other, ſince we ought- to ſerve God with our 
Bodies, as well as our Souls. Such is the na- 
ture and quality of what Scripture and the 
Antients call ſpiritual Sacrifice, as oppoſed to the 
outward. Letter, Such Seryices have obtained 
the name of Sacrifice ever ſince David's time 8, 
warranted by God himſelf, under the old Teſta- 
ment, and new. The Fows before Chriſt and 
ſince h, have frequently uſed the name of Sa. 
criſice in the ſame ſpiritual Senſe. The very 
| Pagans were Proud to borrow the fame "way 


. e 


* 


John iv. 23. see Dodwell on * Mufick, p. you 1 
lingfiuet, Serm. 39. p. 602. _n Vol: iv. Serm. 4. 
4 Rom. vii. 6. 

e Heb. ix. 13, 14, 9. . od 

f Rom. xii. 1.-— 1 Cor. vi. 20. 

They are. emphatically ſtyled Sacrifices of God (Plat l. 17.) 
as being the fitteſt, Pre/ents, or Gs to him, the moſt acceptable 


fn 
Vid. Fitrings de vet. Synag. in Proleg. p. 40, 41. Phils 
pſi, en av ge. . 357. — 


| properly jo called. 


tietate inhæreamus deo, relatum 
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of ſpeaking i from Jews and Chriſtians: 80 
that Cuſtom of Language has not run altogether 
on the Side of material Sacrifice, It may ra- 
ther be ſaid, that the Cuſtom of Chriftion Lan- 
gage, not only in the new Teſtament, but alſo, 


n the Church- Writers, has run on the Side of 
r. Sacrifice, without giving the leaſt Hint 


t it was not 7rue Sacrifice, or not Sacrifice 
St. Auſtin's Definition of true and Chriſtian 
Sacrifice * is well known, and need not here 
be repeated. He ſpoke the Senſe of the Chur- 
ches before him: And the Schools, after him; 


followed him in the fame. Ayuinas, at the 
Head of the Schoolmen, may here ſpeak for the 


reſt : He determines, that a Sacrifice, properly, 
is any thing performed for God's ſole and due 
Honour, in order to appeaſe him 1, He plainty 
A Porphyrius de Abſtin. L. ii. Seck. 34. conf. Eujeb. prep. 
Evangel. L. iv. c. 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14. xiii. c. 13. Ciem. 
Alex, Strom. v. p. 686. ed: ox. Even Plato, long before 


Chriſtianity, had defined Sacri ice to mean a Preſent to the Di- 
vine Majeſty; not confining it, ſo far as appears, to material, 


but leaving it af large, ſo as to comprehend either material or 


ſpiritual. See my Review. p. 474. | | 
I Verum Sacrificium eſt omne = quod agitur ut ſanta ſo- 
ſcilicet ad illum Finem Boni 
quo veraciter beati eſſe poſſimus. Auguſtin. de civit. dei. L. æ. 
c. 6. p. 242. Tom. vii. Ed. Bened. | lis mot” 
Compare my Revier. p. 472 | * | 
1 Dicendum, quod Sacrificium propri2 dicitur: Aligaid fatum 
in bonotem proprie dio debitum ad tum placandum. Et inde eft 
quod Lugyinus dicit, verum Sacrißcium ef, &c. Chriſtus au- 
tem, ut ibidem ſubditur, ſeipſum obtulit in paſſione pro nobis. 
Et hoc ipſum opus, quod voluntarie paſſionem — deo maxi- 
me acceptum fuit, utpote ex Charitate maxime proveniens: Un- 
de manifeſtum eſt, quod Pi Chriſti fuerit verum Sacrificium, 
Again. Sum. Par. Lil. 48. e ry” ; 
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makes it a Work, or Service, not a material 
Thing : And by that very Rule, he determin'd, 
that the Sacrifice of the Crofs was a true Sacri- 
ice; which Expreſſion implies both proper and 
acceptable. This Notion of Sacrifice prevailed - 
in that Century, and in the Centuries follow= 
ing, and was admitted by the early Ręfor mers m, 
and even by Romaniſts allo, as low as the Year 
1556, or yet lower. Alphonſus a Caſtro, of that 
Time, a zealous Romaniſt, in a famous Book 
(which between 1534 and 1556, had gone 
| thro' ten or more Editions) declared his fall 
Agreement with Calvin, fo far as concerned the 
Defmition of true Sacrifice, conformable to St. 
Auſtin's», Even Bellarmine acknowledged, a- 
bove Thirty Vears after, that ſome noted Do- 
ctor of the Roman Church ſtill adhered to the 
fame Definition o. So that iritual Sacrifice 
was not yet entirely excluded as improper, me- 
lapborical, and nominal, among the Romanifts 
themſelves; neither was it hitherto a ru 
Point amongſt them, that material Thing was 
eſſential to the Nature, Notion, or Definition 
of true and proper Sacrifice, How that came 
about afterwards, we fhall fee preſently, 


A4 The 
n Vid. Alan ben. de lifts p. 195. In Malachi, p. 58. 


om. ii. 5 | 

a After reciting Aaſtin's Definition, he proceeds; 
Hzc Auguſtinus, ex quibus verbis aperte colligitur ome - a 
bonum quod deo offertur, eſſe verum Sacrificiam, & hane defini» 
tionem ipſemet Calvinus admittit ex cujus verbis conſtat, 
inter nos & illum de veri ſacriſicii deſinitione convenire. A. 
ooo a Caſtro. Adv. Hæreſ. L. x. p. 75. Edit. 1565. 
SBellarmin: de Miſſ. L. 1. c. a. p. 710. ; 
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The Romaniſts, wanting Arguments to ſup- 


oy their Maſs-Sacrifice, thought of this Pre- 
gout among others, that 3 their Maſs 


muſt be the Sacrifice of the Church, or. the 

Church had really none : And ſo if the Prote- 
ſtants reſolved to throw off the Maß, they 
would be left without a Sacrifice, without an 
Altar, without a Prieſthood, and be no longer 
a Church *, Th Prote — had r ¹ very juſt 


Anſwers to make, which were much the ſame 


with what the primitive mg 4x had before 
made to the' Pagans, when the like had been 
objected to them. The firſt was, that Chrift 


himſelf was the Church's Sacrifice *, conſidered in 


a paſſive Senſe, as commemorated, applied, and 
3 in the Euchariſt. The ſecond was, 
that had Sacrifices beſides, i in the Active 


Senſe, — of their own to ofer, viſibly, 
publickly, and by ſacerdotal Hands, in the Eu- 
chariit © Which Sacrifices were their Prayers, 


and Pra: iſes, and Commemorations * ; Euchart- 


Sick 


1 p N a ; Care . x. p. 74. Cont Bellarmin: de Milla. 


q Vid. "Clem. Alex. p. 688, 836, Ed. Ox. 
Euſeb. Demonſtr. Evan. p. 38. 
Auguſtin. Tom. iv. p. 1462. Ed. Bened. 
' Gregorius M. Tom. ii. p. 472. Ed. Bened. 
Cyrill. Alex. contr. Jul. L. ix. 
Fuſtin Martyr p. + 19, 337, 389. Ed. Thirlb. 
Clem. Alex. 686, 836, 848, 849, 850, 860. Ed. Ox. 


: Ori en. Tom. ii. 210, 311, 191, 205, 243 363. 418, 563, 


f d. Bened. 

- Euſeb. Dem. Evang. p. 20, 21, 23. 

| Tertullian, p. 69, 188, » 330. Rot. 

- Cyprian - 77. p. 159. Ed. Bened. 
tlarius, Pidav. p. 154, 228, 535. 


Bil 
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| flick Sacrifices, properly, tho prapitiatory alſo 
10 a qualified Senſe The Council of ors in 
1562, endeavoured to obviate both thoſe An- 
ſwers : And Bellarmine, afterwards undertook 
formally to confute them. The Romaniſis had 
no way left but to affirm ſtoutly, and to endea- 
vour weakly to prove, that the /wo Things 
which the Proteſtants inſiſted upon, did nei- 
ther ſingly, nor both together amount to true 
and proper Sacrifice, . Here began all the Sub- 
tilities, and thorny Perplexities, which have 
darkened the Subject ever ſince; and which 
muſt, I conceive, be thrown off, (together 
with the new and falſe Definitions, which came 
in with them) if ever we hope to clear the 
Subject effectually, and to ſet it upon its true 
and antient Baſs. 27 | ; 
I I ſhall paſs over Bellarmineès trifling Excep- 
tions to the Proteſtant Sacrifice, (meaning the 
grand Sacrifice) conſidered in the paſſive Senſe. 
It is ſelf-evident, that while we have Chrift, 
we want neither Sacrifice, Altar, nor Prieſt ; 
for, in him we have all: And if he is the 
Head, 


1 


Bafil. Tom. iii. p. 52. Ed. Bened. J 
Chry/o/tom. Tom. v. 231, 316, 503. Ed. Bened. 
Hieronym. Tom. ii. 186, 250, 254. Tom. iii. 15, 1122, 
„ o . | 
Auguſtin. Tom. ii. 439. iv. 14, 473, 455, 527, 498, 1026, 


1113. vii. 240. Bened. _ 
And compare my Reviere, c. xii. | 
Si quis dixerit in Miſſa non offerri deo verum & proprium Sa- 
crificium, aut quod Ferri non ſit aliud quam — Chriflum 
ad manducandum dari, Anathema fit. i quis dixerit Miſſæ 
Sacrificium tantum eſſe Laudis & Gratiarum Actionis, aut nu- 
dam Commemorationem Sacrificii in cruce peracti, non autem 


propitiatorium, Anathema fit. Concil. Trid. Seſſ. 22. Can. 1. 3. 
3 = 
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Head, and we the Body, there is the Church, 
Had we no achive Sacrifice at all, yet ſo long 
as we are empowered, by divine Commiſſion, to 


_ convey the Bleſſings t of the great Sacrifice to 


as many as are wortiy, we therein exerciſe an 


honourable Pricfthood u, and may be ſaid to 


magnify our Office. But waving that Conſide- 
ration at preſent, for the ſake of Brevity, I ſhall 
proceed to examine what Bellarmine has Ob- 
jected to our Sacrifices confidered in the a&#ive 


| Senſe, and to enquire by what kind of Logick 


he attempted to diſcard all þ/ritual Sacrifices, - 
under the Notion of 7mproper, metaphorical, no- 
minal Sacrifices, or, in ſhort, no Sacrifices. 


1. He pleads, that Scripture 9þo/es good 


Works to Sacrifice; as particularly in Hoſea 


vi. 6. I will have Mercy and not Sacrifice : 
Therefore good Works are not 1 
ſo called *. But St. Auſtin long before had 


ſufficiently obviated that Pretence, by obſerv- 


ing, that Scripture, in ſuch Inſtances, had only 
ſed one kind -of Sacrifice to another kind, 


(ymbolical to real, typical to true, Shadow to 


Sub- 


e Bl:ſing was a conſiderable Part of the facerdotal Office in 
the Auron icul Prieſthood. Numb. vi. 2327. Deut. x. 8. 
—— fn Oh „ TG 

some of the elderRimaniſts acknowledged this to be ſufficient, = 
Satis eſt, ut vere & proprie fit Sacrificiutn, quod mors Chri/ti ita 
nunc ad procati Rentifionem a plicetur, ac fi nunc Ipſe Chri- | 
ſtus moreretur. Canus, Loc. Theol. L. xii. c. 12, 
* Bellarmin: de Miſſa. L. i. c. 2. p. 710. 


3 
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Subſtance v. God rejected the Sign, which had 
455 engrofled the Nahed, ana pointed out the 
Thing ſignified ; which more juſtly deſerved to 
be called Socr7fice. So, it was not oppoſing 
Sucriſice to no Sacrefice, but legal Sacrifice to 
evangelical. Such was St. Auſtin's Solution of the 
objected Difficulty : And it appears to be very 
Juſt and folid, fafficiently confirmed both by 
the old Teſtament and new. | 


2. Bellarmine's next Pretence is, that in eve- 
ry Sacrifice, properly ſo called, there muſt be 
ſome /enfible Thing offered; becauſe St. Paul 
has intimated, that a Prieſt muſt have hme uh 
to offer. Heb. viii. 3. But St. Paul ſays me. 
iht, not ſome nfible Thing. And certainly, 
if a Man offers Prayers, Lauds, good Works, &c. 
he offers ſomewhat, yea and ſomewhat ſengbl 
too: For public Prayers, eſpecially, -ate open 
to the Senſe of Hearing, and public Performs 
ances to more Senſes than one. Therefore the 
Service may be the Sacrifice, not the natrriul 

|S | Things : 


Per hoc ubi ſerĩptum eſt, Miſericordium volo qua Sacrifiet- 
um, nihil aliud quam Sacriſicio Sacriſiciun prelatum oportet in- 
telligi: Quoniam illud quod ab omnibus appellatur Sacrificium 
Signum eſt veri Satriſicii. Potro autem Miſericordiu eſt verum 
Sacrificium. Auguſtin de Civ. Dei. L. x. c. 57. 5 
VN. B. In Explication of what Auſtin ſays, uod ab omnibus, &c. 
t may be noted, that he did not take the vulgar Lunguage for 
the et, or the on7y Rule of Propritiy: He obſerves elſewhere 
(de verb. dom. Serm. 53.) that almoſt all call the Sacrament, 
(that is, Sign of the Body) the Body. Pine guidem Sacrammtum 
*0#ines corpus ejus dicunt. And yet he did not think that the Sign 
was more properly the Body, than the Body itſelf, but quite other- 


wiſe. | | 
= Bellarmin ; ibid. p. 711. 
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Wings: And ſuch Service being Evangelical 


(not legal or typical,) is ſpiritual Sacrifice. 


3. The Cardinal has a third Argument about 
elicite Ads; which being highly metaphyſical 
and fanciful, I chuſe rather bo als it off with- 


out further Anſwer, than to offend your Ears 


with it. NN N 
4. A fourth Pretence is, that the Sacrifice of 


the Church being but one, the ppiritual Sacri- 


fices, which are many, cannot be that one Sa- 
crifice; Here he quotes Auſtin, Pope Leo, and 
Chry/o/tom, to prove that the Church's Sacrifice 


is but one, and that one the Euchariſt a. He 


might have ſpared the Labour, becauſe the ſame 
Fathers aſſert the Sacrifice of the Euchariſt to 
be both one and many, diverſly conſidered : One 
complicated Sacrifice, taking in the whole Acti- 


on; many Sacrifices, if diſtinctly viewed under 


the ſeveral Particulars. And tho' the Euchariſt 
might by common Uſe come to be called em- 
hatically, The Sacrifice, as being moſt ob/erva- 


ble, or moſt excellent, or as comprehending more 


Sacrifices in one, than any other Service did, 
et it does not from thence follow that the other 
els obſervable or leſs conſiderable Sacrifices 
were e . Sacrifices. For, has not the 
ſame Euchariſt, in vulgar Speech, and by Cu- 
ſtom, come to be emphatically called, The Sa- 
crament, as if there were no other Sacrament ? 
And yet certain it is, that Baptiſm is as proper/ 
a Sacrament as the other. Emphatical Appel. 
en | ; lations 


f 


| ® Billarmin: ibid. 712. 


- 
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185550 therefore are rather Marks of the Excel- 


lency or Notoriety of a thing, than of ſtrict pro- 


priety of Speech. But Treturn to Bellarmine. 

A Fifth Pretence is, that piritual Sacri- 
fices, being common both to Clergy and Laiety, 
require no proper Prieſthood, and therefore can- 
not be juſtly eſteemed proper Sacrifices : For, 
proper Sacrifice and proper Prieſthood, bein g 


Relatives, muſt ſtand, or fall together b. "Td. 


which it may be anſwered, that even Lay-Chri- 
trans, conficered as offering ſpiritual Sacrifices, 

are ſo far Prieſts, according to the Doctrine of 
the New Teſtament, confirmed by Catholick 
Antiquitye. But waving that nicety (as ſome 
may call it) yet certainly when ſpiritual Sacrifi- 
ces are offered up by Prieſts, divinely commif- 

fioned, and in 585 Face of a Chriſtian Congre- 
gation, They are then as proper Sacrifices, as 
any other are, or can be: And this is ſufficient 


to our purpoſe. Let the Eucharift therefore, 
_ duly a 


miniſtred by /acerdotal Officers, be ad- 
mitted as a Sacrifice properly ſo called, but of 


the Spiritual kind, and we deſire nothing fur- 


ther. If a Sacerdhtal oblation of the People 8 
Loaf and Wine can be thought ſufficient to con- 
vert them into proper Sacriſices, tho they had 


nothing at all of a Sacri ;ficial nature in —— | 


before ſuch jro-eie whe ol the like Sacerdotal 
oblation may much more convert the people's 
Prayers, Praiſes, and devout Services (which 
previouſly N ſoraethin 8 of a Sarg fo na- 


ture 
b Bellarmin: , wid. 515.5 ö 


Tv 7 OF Review, p. 533 
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ture in them) into real and proper Sacrifices, yea 


the propereſt of any d. Why then muſt our 
ſpiritual Offerings be ſet aſide as of no account 


in reſpect of proper Sacrifice, only to take in 
other Thing of much hwer account then they? 
Why ſhoul 


| we take in thoſe ne, Things at 
all, as Sacriſices, into our pure Offerings, Which 
are much better without them, and can on- 
ly be defiled by ſuch an Heterogeneous mixture 
of Legal and Rvangetical ? Let the Elements be 
Signs, (as they really are) of the Sacrifice which 
we offer, as they are alſo. Signs of the Sacrifice 
whereof we participate: That appears to be 
the end and 1% of them (and great uſe it is) and 
ſeems to be all the Honour which God ever in- 
tended them. To be plainer, we our ſelves are 
the Sacrifice offered by thoſe e Symbols; and 
the Victim of the Croſs is the Sacrifice partici- 
fated by the ſame Symbols. But I proceed 
6. It is farther argued againſt, Spiritual Sa- 
crifices, that they require no proper Altar, 3 


35 
* 


31 This Matter is briefly nd accurately expreſſed by our very 


Learned and judicious Bp. Montague. 


In Lege Chriſti ſunt Sacerdotes, non tantum illa ax Signifi- 
catione, qua quotquot Jeſu Chriſti ſumus &T@wuyzor, (Chritians 
nominati] ſumus etiam & dicimur Sacardotes, ſet & illa magis 
Aridta, qua qui Populo Acquiſitionis praſunt w id, Oed, xal 

's $851, Dei ſunt & Populi tat Habemus autem 

Altare, ad quod offerimus Oblationes & Sacrificia Commemara- 
mionis, Laudationis, Orationis, Nos, Neſtra Deo, per Sacerdotem. 
Tame, : Orig. Tem. u. p. 313 % „„ „ 
The Sacrifice of the Croſs, or Chriſt himſelf, may alſo be 


did to be offered in the Eucharift, But then it means only 


offered 70 view, or offered to divine Conſideration : That is, r4- 
preſented before God, Angels and Men, aud pladed before God 
as what we claim to; not offered again in Sacrifice. See Tiald. 
on the Church, p. 204, 205. And my Review, p. 525 - 
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all proper Sacrifices do: Therefore They are 
not proper Sacrifices f. This Argument is faul- 
ty, more ways than one. For, 1. It can never 
be proved, that Sacr;fices and Altars are fuch 
inſeparable Relatives, that one may not fubſiſk 
without the other. An Altar ems to be ra- 

ther a circumſtance of convenience, or deeen- 
cy, than eſſential to Sacrifice, It was accidental 
to the Few/h. Sacrifices, that they needed. Al. 
tars : And the reaſon was not becauſe all Saqrr- 
fices muſt have Altars, but becauſe, Sactificesof 
ſuch. a kind could not be performed without 
them; otherwiſe, an Altar appears no more 
neceſſary to a Sacrifice, conſidered at large, 
than a Caſe or a Plate, a Pix or a Patin is to 

a Gift, or Preſent. 2. Beſides, how will it 

be made appear that the Table on which our 

Lord conſecrated, the Euchariſt, or the Croſi on 

which he ſuffered, was properly and previouſly 
an Altar? The Cardinal's Argument proves too 

much to prove any Thing: For, it does not 
only ſtrike at the Spiritual Sacrifices, but at the 

Maſs-Sacrifice too, and even at the Sacrifice of 

the Crofs, which had no proper Altar s. But if 


7 Bellqrmin: ibid. 712, 713. | | 
Some make the Cro/5 it ſelf the Aliar, which has been the 
current way of ſpeaking from Origen of the third Century. 
Others ſay, the Gigine Nature oh our Lord was the Allar, 
grounding. it upon Hebr. ix. 14. Others take in Both, in difierent- 
reſpec̃ts: wy — — Sm — an. Altar * — 
Prapriet y of: ch, but rather in the waꝝ of Aualogy, or Reſem- 
 blance. This Article has beep. minutely diſcuſsd bx 6 
e Opp vol. i. p. 32. S... 
Wiifius. Miſoellan. F. i. p. 509. In Symb. Apoſtol. p. 146. 
Hitringa. Ohſ, Szcr, L. ii, o. 13. L. ix. C. 15. ; a NE 
Deylingiur, Obſ. Saer. Tom. il. 5. 393. Milgellan. 559, 56 


16 The Chriftian Sacrifice explained. 
it be faid, that both the Tab/e and the Crg/s 
were proper Altars, as being the Sears of pro- 
Sacrifices, then whatever is the Seat of a 
ſpiritual Sacrifice (which we now ſuppoſe to 
be proper) will by parity of reaſon, be a ſpi- 
ritual Altar alſo, and proper in its kind: So 
then, take the Thing either way, the Argu- 
ment is frivolous, and concludes nothing h. I 
have now run thro the Cardinal's ſubtilties on 
this Head; excepting that ſome notice remains 
to be taken of his artful con trivance to elude 
St. Auſtin's definition of Sacrifice, and therewith 
all the old definitions which had obtained in the 
husch for 7500 Years before rt 
7. He pretends, that that Father defined only 
true Sacrifice, not proper Sacrifice ; and that 
therefore his definition comes not up to the 
point in hand: Good wworks may be true Sacri- 
ces, in St. Auſtin's ſenſe, but they will be im- 
, metaphorical, or nominal only, notwith- 
ſtanding i. This is the ſubſtance of the Pre- 
text, laid down in its full Force, and it will re- 
quire a clear and diſtin Anſwer. Firſt, I 
may take notice, that it is very odd, in this 
Caſe eſpecially, to make. a diſtinction between 
true and proper, and to oppoſe one to the other. 
E St. Auſtin, 


The Lord's Table is by the Ancients frequently called an 
Altar, as being the Seat of the Elements, — ſo an Altar in 
the ſame metonymical meaning, as the Elements were Body and 
Blood, or the Grand Sacrifice itſelf. The Lord's Table might 
alſo more properly be called an Altar, as being that from which, 
or at which, prayers and praiſes, and commemorations (piritual 
8 were — 1 p- 509: 8 
ellarmin : ibid. p. 713. conf. Vaſquez, T. iu. $07. Snareꝝ 
Tom. iii. 886; Bapt. Scortis. p. 18. 1 3 597 TE 
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St. Auftin, moſt undoubtedly, intended, under 
the word true, to take in all CHriſtian, all Evan. 
gelical, all Salutary or Acceptable, yea all Al- 
 dowable Sacrifices: And what can it ſignify to 

talk of any proper Sacrifice (Few:/h, ſuppoſe, or 
Pagan) as oppoſed to true, ſo long as ſuch pro- 
per Sacrifice is no Sacrifice at all in Chriſtian ac- 
count, but a Sacrzlege rather, or a Profana- 
tion? But I anſwer farther, that there is no 
reaſon to imagine that St. Auſtin did not intend 
to include proper under the word true. It would 
not have been ſufficient to his purpoſe to have 
ſaid proper Sacrifice, becauſe Feroiſb and Pagan 
Sacrifices might come under the ſame Appella- 
tion: But he choſe the word true, as carrying 


in it more than proper, and as expreſſing proper 


and /alutary, or authorized, both in one. As 
true Religion implies both proper and authorized 
Religion, and as true Worſhip implies the like; 
ſo true Sacrifice implies both propriety as to the 
Name, and Truth as to the Thing k. 
The Point may be farther argued from hence, 
that the ancient Fathers did not only call ſpi- 
ritual Sacrifices real and true l, but they looked 
. . B upon 
* In this Senſe St. Auſtin called our Lord's Sacrifice rue. 
Contr. * L. xx. c. 18. xxii. 17. contr. adverſ. Leg. &c. L. 
1. C. 18. ; . 8 
1 Foftin. Dial. p. 389. Ed: Thirlb. 
. — L. Ig, — 85 248. Ed. Bened. 
Drigan. Tom. ii. p. 302. Ed. Bened. 
2 _ P. = Ed. Ox. —_ * 
TaFaxrt. Epit. 169, 204, 205. Edit. Dav. 
 Philaſtrias. * c. 109. p. 221. Ed. Fabr. | 
Hieronym. in Amos, c. v. p. 1420. Ed. Bened. 
Auguſtin. Tom. x. p. 94, 242, 243, 256. Ed. Bened. 
| Gregor, Magn, Dial. L. iv. c. 59- Þ- 47a. Ed. Bened- 


18 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 
upon them as the be/?, the 1obleft, the moſt 
perfect Sacrifices, the moſt ſuitable and proper 
Gifts, or Preſents that could be offered to the 
divine Majeſty m: And they never dropped any 
Hints of their being eicher improper or metapho- 
tical. The Romaniſts knew this very well; and 
it may be uſeful to obſerve their exquiſite Sub- 
tilty in this Argument. For, after they have 
exploded, with a kind of popular Clamour, all 
1 that the Fathers ever called true Sacrifice, un- 
1 der the opprobrious Name of improper and me- 
1 fTapborical n, and have raiſed an Odium againſt 
Will Proteſtants for admitting no other, then, (as if 
they had forgot all that they had been before 
i} doing) they fetch a Round, and come upon us 
| with the high and emphatical Expreſſions of the 
Fathers, Tim how we can be ſo dull as to 
i underſtand them of metaphorical, nominal Sa- 
| crifices o? Yet we are very certain, that all thoſe 
| $1gh Expreſſions of the Fathers belong d only 
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* 7uſtin, Dial. p. 387. | 
Mihenagoras. p. 48, 49. Ed. Or. 

Clem. Alex. | 836, 848, 849, 860. 8 

1 ; Tertullian. pol. . 30. De Orat. C. 27, 28, 

1 Minuc. Felix. Sect. 32. p. 183. 

Wl | Cyprian. Ep. 77. p. 159. Ed. Bened. | 
LaAaniius, Epit. c. 58. de vero cultu. L. vi. c. 24, 25. 
Euſebius. Demonſtr. p. 40. | e 
Hilarius. Piav. p. 154. Ed. Bened. 

Bafil. Tom. iii. p. 207. Ed. Benet. 

Naxianzen. Tom. i. p. 38, 484. T7 

Chry/oftom. Tom. v. 20, 231, 316, 503. vii. 216. Ed, 


Bened. 
| _— Tom. v. 268. de Civit. Dei. L. x. C. 20. L. ix. 


N. Prlaf an Ep. 75. 5 | 
A HAreZ. Jom. 111. P- 886, $94, 892, 89 AG 6, 
2 Vide Pavius. Eccl. Dogm. Tom. iii. p. 130. 2 
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to ſpiritual Sacrifices ; the very ſame that Bel. 
larmine and the reſt diſcard as improper, and 
0 
But they here play faſt and looſe with us: 
Firſt, pretending that the true and noble Sacri- 
fices of the Ancients did not mean proper ones, 

in order to diſcard the o/d Definitions; and then 
again, (to ſerve another turn) pretending that 
thoſe very Sacrifices muſt have been proper (not 
metaphorical) becauſe the Fathers fo highly 
eſteemed them, and ſpake ſo honourably of 
them. In ſhort, the whole Artifice terminates 
in this, that the ſelf-ſame Sacrifices as admitted 
by Proteſtants ſhall be called metaphorical, in 
order to diſgrace the Proteſtant Cauſe, but ſhall 
be called proper and true as admitted by the Fu- 
thers, in order to keep up ſome Shew of Agree- 
ment in this Article with Antiquity; But I re- 
turn to the Cardinal; whom I left diſabling all 
the old Definitions, in order to introduce a new 
one of his own, a very ſtrange one®; fitted in- 
deed to throw out ſhiritual Sacrifice molt ef- 
fectually, (which was what he chiefly aimed at) 
but at the fame time alſo overthrowing, unde- 
ſignedly, both the Sacrifice of the Maſs; and the 
Sacrifice of the Croſs. 3 „ 
1. As to the Sacrifice of the Mafs, the Sub- 
ject of it is ſuppoſed to be our Lord's natural 
Body, invi/ible in the Euchariſt; and yet, by 
PP the. 
P A Definition of ou Rind of Sacrifice (Fewiſh, 28 it ſcems) ra- 
kher than of Sacrifice in general, or of Chriſtian in particular. 


It is giving us a Species for the Genus, like the making a Defints 
tion of Man, and then call it a Definition of Anima, 


g - SS, Fg _— * R 4 > 4 N — ä - 3 2 — IDE — 
* * n is I W = 2 = Poo: ——_—_ „ 1 * wi, pe * n nine —ͤ— — ——— a — —_—_ — = 
* r — 2 * 1 Ts 2 NN * gy bn > * 22 d 0 ne — 9 > ny — ory — 1 1 TS: 
K — n wag 2 Den "a MK SI = — __ = — — > - - > a ods, , => - 8 4 
ISIS „ OO — at eyes — do * » —_— * « - *; 2 n 1 
—— 2 — — — — — — "hs Stag nating — —— wma — — evi — 1 * 8 E $4 * — 
+ — — I 
— — 8 


a R . . a 
4 — A Sr 4 
— —— 
— ———ůů —ä ow —— — —— — 


e K an 


ow r nn OOO 


20 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 


the Definition, the Sacrifice ſhould be Res ſenſibi- 
45, ſomething v/4ble, obvious to one or more 
of the Senſes. Again, our Lord's Body is not 


liable any more to Dęſtruction; and, yet by the 


Definition, the Sacrifice ſhould be deftroy'd. 
But I ſhall inſiſt no longer upon the Cardinals 


Inconſiſtencies- in that Article, becauſe he has 


often been called to account for them, by learn- 
ed Proteſtants.” 1 „ 
2. The ſecond Article, relating to the Sacri- 
fice of the Crofs, has been leſs taken notice of: 
But it is certain, that Be/larmine's Definition is 
Ao more friendly to That, than to the other. 
If our Lord's Soul was any Part of his Ofer- 
ing, (as Scripture ſeems to intimate, and as 
the Fathers plainly teach, t and the Reaſon of 
the Thing perſuades) or if his Life was an Of- 
fering, which Scripture plainly, and more than 


| once teſtifies"; then Res aliqua fenfſibilis, ſome 


Jenfible 


1 Sacrificium eſt oblatio externa, facta foli Deo, qua ad Ag- 
nitionem humanæ infirmitatis, & Profeſſionem divinæ majeſtatis, 
a legitimo miniſtro Res aligua ſenſibilis & permanens, in ritu 
myſtico, conſecralur, & tranſmutatur, ita ut plane detruatur. 
'Bellarm. P- 715, 717. | | 
2 12 Forbeſius. p. 615. 725 
 Montacutius. Orig. Tom. ii. 302, 357. 

Biſhop Morton. B. vi. C. 6. p. 467, 468, &c. 


Halewill. p. 8. 


Brevint. Depth and Myſtery, c. p. 133, 144. 
Payne on the aerites of the Maſs. 5 by, 1 
Biſhop Kidder. p. 316, 415: t 

., © Ifa. liii. 10, 11, 12. Palm xvi. 10. Luke xxiii, ” 

t Clem. Roman. C. 49. | | 

Jreneus. P. 292. Ed. Bened, 5 

-. Hicronyn. Tom. ii. Part 2. p. 167, 173; Ed. Bened. - 

Compare Biſhop Bi//ex. Full Redemption, &c. P. 83, e. 

1 Matt. XX. 28. ark X, 45 John X. 11, 15. 17. XV. 

13. 1 John iii, 16. i bt: e e 


De Chriſtian Sacrifice explained, 21 
ſenſible Thing is not the true Notion of proper 
Sacrifice, neither is it eſſential to the Definition _ 
of it; unleſs the Life which our Lord gave up- 
on the Croſs was no proper Sacrifice. Perhaps, 
in ſtrictneſs of Notion , his Obedience unto 
Death », his amazing Act of Philanthropy (ſo 
highly extolled in the new T eſtament) was 
properly the acceptable Sacrifice, So Aquinas 
Rates that Matter as I before noted : And Bel- 
larmine was aware of it, in another Chapter, 
wherein he undertakes to prove, that our Lord's 
Death was a proper Sacrifice v. There he was 
obliged to fay, tho' he ſays it coldly, that Acts of 
Charity are guoddam Sacrificium, a kind of Sa- 
crifice. But the Queſtion was about proper Sa- 
crifice, and about our Lord's Philanthropy: Was 
that only quoddam Sacrificium, or was it not 
proper? Here the Cardinal was non-pluſs d, 
and had no way to extricate himſelf, but by 
admitting (faintly however and tacitely, as con- 
ſcious of ſelf-contradiction) that ſpiritual Sa- 
rifice may be proper Sacrifice, and is not al- 
ways metaphorical: Otherwiſe, the very bright- 
eſt Part of our Lord's own Sacrifice, the very 
Flower and Perfection of it, his moſt ſtupendous 
Work of Philanthropy, muſt have been thrown 
off, under the low and diſparaging Names of ne- 
zaphorical, improper, nominal Sacrifice. 

Having ſeen how the ableſt Champion of the 
Romiſh Cauſe failed in his A againſt 
Hpiritual Sacrifices, failed in not Proving his 
B : +50 
2 Phil. ji. 8. Hebr. v. 8. : | 
Y Bellarm. de Mis, L. 1. c. iii. p. 718, 
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22 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 


Point, failed alſo in over-proving, we may now 


with the greater Aſſurance maintain, that the 


old Definitions, which took in ſpiritual Sacri- 
fice, were true and juſt, and that the yew ones, 


arbitrarily introduced, in the. decline of the 
XVIch Century, are falſe and wrong; ſuch 
as one would expect from Men zealous for 
a Party-cauſe, and diſpoſed to ſupport mani- 
feſt Errors and Abſurdities, at any Rate what- 
nr. n 
Af er pointing out the Ri, of the neu De- 
finitions, I am next to obſerve what their Pro- 
greſs was, and what the Reſult or Iſſue of them. 


It muſt, I am afraid, be owned, that our Ro- 


miſh Adverſaries were but too ſucceſsful in 
ſpreading Miſts and Darkneſs all over the Sub- 
je, in opening a new and wide Field of Diſ- 
pute, thereby drawing the Proteſtants, more or 
eſs, out of their ſafe Intrenchments ; dividing 
them alſo, if not as to their main Sentiments, 
yet at leaſt as to their Modes of Expreſſion, and 


their Methods of Defence. _ 
How this Affair had been fixed amongſt us, 


but a few Years before, may be collected from 


Archbiſhop Sandyss judicious Definition of Sa- 


criſice x, publiſhed in 1585, and contrived to 


take in Sacrifices both of the material and ſpi- 


ritual kind. Dr. Bilſon alſo ( afterwards Bi- 
ſhop) publiſhed his Book of Chriſtian Subjection, 


the 


* % Saerificing 10 a voluntary Action whereby we worſhip 
* God, offering him ſomewhat, in token that we acknowledge 
him to be the Lord, and ourſelves his Servants. Sandzs's 


Serm. xxi. p. 185. 


The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 23 

the ſame Year ; wherein he took Occaſion to 
aſſert, that the Euchariſt is a Sacrifice, yea, 

and a true Sacrifice; but underſtanding it to be 
of the ſpiritual kind.y, This kind of Lan- 
guage (the uniform Language of Antiquity, and 
of the whole Reformation * tor 60, or 70 Years) 
began to vary in ſome meaſure, from Bellar- 
mines Time, and more and more ſo, both 
here and abroad. Some indeed ſtood by the 
old Definitions, and antient Language concern» 
ing the Euchariſt : More went off from it; 
and fo Proteſtants became divided, in Sounds 
at leaſt, while they differed not much in Senſe, 
Many finding that they were ſufficiently able 
EO . =o 


Y © Malachi ſpeaketh of the true Sacrifice, which, from the Be- 
© ginning, and ſo to the End, was and ſhall be more acceptable 
* to God, than the bloody and external Sacrifices of the Jews, 
Bilſon, p. 696. | E | 
Neither they nor I ever denied the Euchariſt to be a Sacri- 

% fice. The very Name inforceth it to be the Sacrifice of Praiſe. 
« and Thankſziving ; which is the true and /ively Sacrifice of 
« the new Teſtament. The Lord's Table, in reſpe& of his 
* Graces and Mercies there propoſed to us, is an Heavenly Ban- 
«« quet, which we mult eat, and not Sacrifice: But the Duties 
« which he requireth at our Hands, when we approach his 
« Table, are Sacrifices, not Sacraments. As namely, to offer 
« him Thanks and Praiſes, Faith and Obedience, yea our Bodies 
« and Souls, to be living, holy, and acceptable Sagrifces unto 
« him, which is our reaſonable Service. Bilſon, p. 699. 

2 Beza's Account, (in 1577) may ſerve for a Specimen. 

Cœna Domini Sacrificii rationem babe, idgue triplici reſpe- 
fu. 1. Quatenus in ea aliguid Deo offerimys, ſolennem vide- 
licet Gratiarum Actionem, ex illo Chriſti præcepto. 1 Cor. xi. 

26. : ; 
| 2. Deinde, quod in ea conferrentur Eleenoſynæ, ex inſtituto 
fortaſſis Apoſtoli, 1 Cor. xvi. 2. Quæ Eleemoſynz vocantur 
Teoopoegs, ex illo Chriſti Sermone. Mat. xxv. 40. | 

. Quod mortis domini Sacrificium, ob oculos quodammodo 
in illis myſteriis pgitun, veluti renovetur. Beza, Queſt, FF, 
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44 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 
to maintain their Ground agamſt the Roma- 
niſts, even upon the Foot of the Romiſb Definiti. 
ons, never iroubied themſelves farther to exa- 
mine how juſt they were: It was enough, they 
_ thought, that the Romanifts could not prove the 
' Euchariſt a true and proper Sacrifice, in their 
own way of defining; and the reſt ſeemed to 
be only contending about Words and Names. 
Nevertheleſs the more thoughtful and conſide- 
rate Men ſaw what Advantage the Adverſaries 
might make by aſperſin 5 the Proteſtants as ha- 
ving no Sacrifice, properly fo called, nor 3 d- 
ing to any: Beſides that the Dignity of a vene- 
rable Sacrament would probably ſuffer much by 
it; and the antient Fathers, who were very wiſe 
Men, had never conſented (tho as much pro- 
voked to it by the Pagan Objectors) to leſſen the 
Dignity of their true and real Sacrifices by the 
low and diminutive Names of improper, or 
metaphorical, They always ſtood to it, that 
they had Sacrifices, yea and true Sacrifices, (of 
the ſpiritual a kind) the nob/eft and divineſt that 
could be offered; while all other pretended Sa- 
| e crifices, 


8 See the Teſtimonies in my Review, ch. xii. To which abun- 
dance more may be added. And note, that tho' the Epiphet 
$/iritual,joined, ſuppoſe, with Meat, or Drink, or the like, may 
denote ſome material Thing bearing a nyſtical Signification, yet 
it has not been ſhewn, neither can it be ſhewn, that the Phraſe 
Spiritual Sarrifite antiently denoted a material Sulftance offered 
as a Sacrifice. A ſacred Regard was had to St. Peter's Uſe of 
that Phraſe, to denote evangelical! Services: Beſides that the 
Fathers conſtantly 2xp/ained what they meant by /biritual Sacri- 
Aces, and ſo ſpecified the Particulars, as to leave no room for 
4 or Eyaſion, among Perſons of any reaſonable Diſcern- 

nt. PT | „ 
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crifices, all material Saerifices b, were mean, poor, 
contemptible Things, in compariſon. Such, I 


humbly conceive, ought to have been our con- 


ſtant, ſtanding Reply to the Romaniſts, with 
reſpe& to this Article: For, we have certain- 
ly as juſt a Plea for it in our Caſe, as the an- 
tient Fathers had in theirs. However, as I 
before hinted, Proteſtant Divines varied in their 
Language on this Head, fome abiding by the 
old Definitions, upon good Conſideration, others 
too unwarily departing from them. So, now 
we are to conſider them as divided into #209 
Sorts : And in proceſs of Time, as ſhall be re- 
lated, ſprang up a third Sort, growing, as it 
were, out of the other Two. I ſhall fay ſome- 
thing of each in their Order and Place, for the 
farther clearing of the Subject. 5 
b | I. Among 


Expreſt Teſtimanies againſt material Sacrifice, may be ſeen in 
e. Martyr, Apol. p 14. | 7 
ertullian, P. 188. Rigalt. | 3 
Origen. in Pſalm, p. 563, 722. Ed. Bened. 
Lactantius, Epit. c. 58. p. 169. 
Euſebius, prep. evang. L. iv. c. 10. p. 148, 149. 
Euſebius, demonſtr. evang, p. 39, 222, 223. 
_— Tom. ii. 402, 403. Ed Bened. 
Chry/o/tom, Tom, 1. p. 664. Ed. Bened, 
Cyrill. Alex. contr. Fa, L. x. p. 345. 
Procopius in Iſa. p. 22. 493. | 6, 
N. B. It is not poſſible to reconcile thoſe Teſtimonies to the 
material Scheme: But it is very eaſy to make the Fathers con- 
ſtent throughout, with themſelves, and with each other, on the 
232 Foot, as making the Work, or Service, the Sacrifice. 
The ſingle Queſtion then is; Whether the Fathers ought to be 
ſo interpreted as to make them confifent upon the Whole; or 
whether ſome detach'd Paſſages, capable of a confiftent meaning, 
ought to be underſtood in a Senſe repugnant to the Uniform Te- 


- Nour of their Writings, The pa/ive Senſe is the true Key to 
a 7 
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26 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 
1. Among thoſe that adhered to the od Lan. 
guage, and itill continued to call the Euchariſt 


a true or a proper Sacrifice, but of the ſpiritual 


kind, I may firſt mention Amandus Polanus ©, 
a learned Calviniſt, who died in 1610. Our very 


judicious Dean Field, (who finiſhed his Book 


of the Church in 1610, and died in 1616.) 


He alſo adhered to the o Language, diſregard- 


ing the new Definitions. He aſſerted the Eu- 


chariſt to be, with regard to the Sacrifices of 
our „lues, our praiſes, &c. a true but ſpiritual 


Sacrifice d. | 


Scharpius, a learned Calviniſt, who publiſhed | 
his Cur/ſus Theologicus in 1617, ſcrupled not to 
_ reckon the Euchariſt among the Sacrifices /?r:07- 


ly and properly. ſo called, but ſtill of the Eucha- 
4 


riſtical and ſpiritual kind. He had ſeen Bet: 


larmine's affected Subtilties on that Head, de- 


ſpiſed them, and in part confuted them e. 


Biſhop Andrews appears to have been a Di- 
vine of the ſame antient Stamp, in this Article. 
In the Year 1 592, he diſcovered ſome Uneaſi- 


neſs, that many would not allow the Euchariſt to 


be a Sacrifice at all, but a mere Sacrament f. 
Afterwards, in 1610, he aſſerted the Lord's 


Supper 


© Ccena Domini eſt Sacrificiun, tum Euchariſticum, tum pro- 
pitiatorium: Euchariſticum quidem #roprium, quatenus in ejus 


uſu Gratias Deo agimus quod nos ex ſervitute, && ce. pro- 


pitiatorium vero aliquo modo, quatenus unici illius Sacrificii vere 
propitiatorii memoriam in eo ſerio frequentare jubemur. Anand. 


Poland. Symphon. Cathol. c. xvii. p. 275. conf. p. 855. 


Field, of the Church, p. 210, 220. 


. Scharpius, Curl. Theolog. p. 1522, 1525, 1539. Edit 2. 


Genevæ. | 
' * Bp. Andrems's Sermons, part 2. p. 35. 
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The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 29 
Supper to be a Sacrifice, of the Euchariftical 
kind g. In 1612, he went ſo far as to fay, 
that the Apoſtle (1 Cor. x.) matcheth the Eu- 
chariſt with the Sacrifice of the Feu, and that, 
by the Rule of Compariſons, they muſt be ejufe 
dem generis b. By which he did not mean, as 
ſome have widely miſtaken him, that both 
muſt be the ſame kind of Sacrifice, but that 
both muſt be of the /acr:fic:al kind, agreeing in 
the ſame common Genus of Sacrifice: For, he faid 
it in oppoſition to thoſe who pretended that the 
Euchariſt was an Ordinance merely of the /acra- 
mental kind, and not at all of the ſacrificial i. 
Dr. Buckeridge wrote in 1614. His Noti- 
on of the Euchariſtick Sacrifice ſeems to re- 
ſolve into a real and proper Sacrifice of Chriſt's 
myſtical Body, the Church, and a metonymical, 
improper Offering of Chriſt himſelf ; offering 
him in ſome fort, or in the way of Repreſenta- 
Tion, like as is done in Baptiſin k, He does not 

N ns ER indeed 
E Andrews. ad Bellarmin: Apolog. Reſponſ. p. 184. q 


h Bp. Andrews's Sermons, p. 453. Compare his Poſthumous 
Anſw. to Card. Perron. p. 6, 7. | 

i Befides the Argument here drawn from the Conſideration 
of what Principles he was then oppoſing (which is a good Rule 
of Conſtruction) it may farther be conſidered that the approved 
Divines of his Time, Maſon, and Spalatenſis, rejected with In- 
dignation the Thought of any material Sacrifice. (Vid. Major 
de Miniſterio Anglican. p. 575, 599, 618. Spalatenſis, L. v. p. 
149, 265, 267.) condemned it as Ab/ardity, Madneſi, and In- 

piety. So alſo Bp. Morton, (B. vi. c. 5. p. 438, 439.) approving 
What the wiſer Roman iſis had ſaid, condemning the Notion in 
the like ſtrong Terms. | | 
De FSacrificio cordis contriti de Sacrificiis item corporis 
Chriſti nyſtici (non naturalis) in quo no/metipſes deo offerimus, 
2 convenit. De Sacrificio item commemorativo, five re- 


reſentativo, quo Chriſtus ipſe, qui in cruce pro nobis immo- 
latus eſt, per viam Repreſeniationis & Commemoratianis a nobis 
1 . N Ws etiam 


3 


28 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 
indeed uſe the word proper, following the Style 
of the Ancients before ever that word came in: 
But he apparently means it, where he ſpeaks af 
the Sacrifice of Chriſt's myſtical. Body, that is, 
of Seff-/acrefice.  . —- 3 
Archbiſhop Laud ſpeaks of three Sacrifices: 
1. Chriſt's own Sacrifice, commemorated before 
God, by the Prie/# alone, in his breaking the 
Bread, and pouring out the Wine. 2. The Sa- 
_ crifice made by Prieſt and People jointly, the 
Sacrifice of Praiſe and Thanſgiving. 3. Seh, 
Sacrifice by every communicant 1, I will not 
defend all thoſe diſtinctions. I think, all the 
three Sacrifices are properly the Sacrifices of the 
Church, or of all the worthy communicants, re- 
commended or offered up by their Przefts in that 
Holy Solemnity : The Prieſt is their Mouth in 
doing it, their conductor, or principal, authorized 
by God ſo to be. This great Man ſaid nothing 
of proper, or improper : All the three Sacrifices 
may be underſtood to be proper, but ſpiritual. 
What he believed, as to each, is not eaſy to ſay. 
etiam quodammude frei dicitur, Lis non magna eſt : In Bap- 
fi/mo enim offertur Sacrificium Chriſti, uti Auguſtinus, &c. 

Buckeridge de Poteſt. Papæ in præfat. | 

| In the Euchariſt we offer up to God three Sacrifices : 
One, by the Prieſt only, that is, the commemorative Sacrifice of 
« Chriſt's Death, repreſented in Bread broken and Wine poured 
« out : Another by the Prieſt and People jointly; and that is 
« the Sacrifice of Praiſe and Thankſziving for all the Benefits 
% and Graces we receive by the precious Death of Chriſt: 
% The Third, by every particular Man for himſelf only, and 
| « a 
« ſtowed upon him. * 6 
Lad Conference, Set. xxxv. p. 305, 300. 


2 


The Chriſtian Sacrifice 3 29 
If we explain his commemorative Sacrifice by 
Biſhop Buckeridge's account of the ſame Thing, 
it could be no more than figurative, in that 
relative view; for, we cannot properly Sacri- 
fice Chriſt him ſelf: But the commemorative Ser- 
vice, being of the ſame nature with Hymns 
and Praiſes, may be conſidered in the abjolute 
view, as a proper Sacrifice of ours, of the eu- 
cbariſtical and ſpiritual kind; and That perhaps 
was what That great Prelate might have in his 
Thoughts. | 

It is certain that Biſhop Montague, of that 
Time, underſtood the whole Action, or Memo- 
rial-Service, to be a true and real Sacrifice of 
| Praiſe m. And as he was a great admirer of 
Antiquity, he had no regard to the nc definiti- 
ons, but referred the Novelliſts to St. Auſtin for 
Correction and better Inſtruction n. The very 
learned Dr. Hammond was, undoubtedly, in 
the ſame way of thinking: The whole Eucba- 
riſtical Action both of Prieſt and People, the 
Memorial Service jointly performed, hat was 
the Sacrifice in his Account o. Biſhop Taylor“, 
Axchbyſhop e L Hans Leſtrange *, ap- 

m Montacut. Origin. Tom. ii. p. 301, 302, 303, 304. Com- 
pare his Antidiatribe (p. 143, 144. where he takes in our Se/f- 


ſacrifice, calling it the Sacrifice of Chriſt's myſtical Balls 
n Montacut. ibid p. 358. 


® Hammond, Practical Catech. L. VI. 8. 4. Vol. I. 1 74. 
compare View of mew- 2 9. Fus 5 And Vol, II. Diſpatch. 
0 


| as 164. Vol. III. p tion of the whole Adios 
the Sacrifice, L — nem: It appears in the Fathers of 


| N WM WJ ; 5 Mr. Perkins who died in 1602, had taught the lamps 


Problem. p. 127; or Engliſþ works. Vol. II. p- 550. 
ol 


* Taylor. Living, &c. Ch. IV. Seck. 10. 
1 Bramball's" ru) Way 35, 36. 996. 


t Lefirange's Alliance, "oc. Pe 187, 221» 
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30 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained, 


pear to have been in the like ſentiments. Dr: 


Patrick, who wrote in 1659, more plainly fol- 


| lowed the ancient way of thinking and ſpeak- 


ing, ſuch as had been in uſe before the new de- 


- finitions came in. Duties and Services were his 
Sacrifice, a ſþ;ritual Sacrifice s. He pleads, 


that ſuch Services juſtly deſerve the name t; that 
even the Pagan Platoniſis (as well as Scripture 
and Fathers) had fo uſed the name of Sacri- 


Ace; and that the Appellation was very proper u; 


taking in not only mental, or vocal praiſes, but 
manual alſo; that is, as he expreſſes it, the Eu- 
chariſtical Actions v. Upon theſe principles, 
he tells the Papiſts, that we are Sacrificers as well 

as they * : Which was the right turn, copied 
from what the ancient Fathers had ſaid in an- 


ſwer to the like Charge of having 20 Sacrifice, 


and as juſtly pleaded by Proteſtants now, as by 
Chriſtians then > againſt their injurious Accu- 


E 


Biſhop Lany, after the Reſtoration (Anno 
Dom. 1663.) a very learned Divine, and of 

eat Acumen, ſcrupled not to call the whole 
Euchariſtical Service true and proper Sacrifice; 
FE” | Fa proper 


* Patrick's Menſ. Myſtica. p. 16; 18, 19. Ed, IV. 
© Ibid. p. 35. 1 
v Ibid. p. 35, 36. 
bid. p. 36. compare p. 19. 3 | | 
\ * Ibid. p. 37. compare p. 38; 40. M B. I have 6mitted 
Mr. Thorndike, becauſe his Notion plainly reſolves ifito the 
No Senſe, viz. into the grand Sacrifice itſelf, as contained 
the * Euchariſt, becauſe repre/ented, applied, and participates 
in it. The Lutherans, generally, reſolve it the ſame way, on 
ly differing as to the point of real or laral preſence. Vide 
rochmand, Tom. iii. p. 2072, 3. & 


The Chriſtian Sacrifice e 31 I 


roper without a Metaphor, as being the fitteſt 
600 or Preſent that could be offered to the Di- 
vine Majeſty 7. So little did he regard the frivo- 
lous diſtinctions of the Trent- Council, or the 
new definitions invented to ſupport them. 

Nine Years after, appear d Dr. Brevint 2. 
He was well-read in ibs Euchariſtick Sacrifice; 
No Man underſtood it better; which may ap- 
pear ſufficiently from two Tracts of his upon 
the Subject, ſmall ones both, but extremely 
fine. He ſtood upon the ancient Ground, 
looked upon Evangelical Duties as the true Ob- 
lations and Sacrsfices,* reſolved the Sacrifice of 
the Euchariſt, actively conſidered, ſolely into 
them®; and he explained the practical Uſes of 
that Doctrine in ſo cięar, ſo lively, and fo af- 


fecting a way, that one ſhall ſcarce meet with 
any thing on the Subject that can be. juſtly 
thought to exceed it, or even to come up to it e. 
80 that I could heartily 3 join my Wiſhes with a 
late learned Writer, that That excellent little 


Bool, | 


. . Y Biſhop Lany' cn . 'X111, wy p- . "PING "ON 
Compare my Revieth, p. 485, 486. | 
= In 1672, Dr Brevint wrote The Depth and Myſtery if the 
Roman Maſs : Reprinted 1673. In 1673, he publiſhed The 
Cbriſtian Sacrament and Sacrifice. He was made Dean of Lin- 
foln in 1681, 2 u i 
= Brevint. Depth and My i. p. 16. 2 
* „ Sincere © ians muſt have their Hands full, at the 
.** receiving the Holy Communion, with faur diſtin Sorts of 
+ Sacrifices. 1. The /acramental and commemorative Sacrifice 
ws «of Chriſt. 2. The rea] and actua] Sacrifice of Themſelves, 
« 3. The Free-will-offering of their Goods. 4. The Peace. fa 
7 Hering of their Praiſes. Brevint. Chriſtian Sacrifice, 110, 
„ * | 
| 467 Brevint, Sacram. ay Sacrif, Sect. vi, 5. viit, p· 74 
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32 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 
Book, entitled, The Chriſtian Sacrament and Sa. 
 crifice, might be reprinted, for the Honour of 
God, and the Benefit of the Church d. It is 
worth the noting, how acutely Dr. Brevint di- 
ſtinguiſhed between the ſacramental Sacrifice of 
Cbriſ, and the real or actual Sacrifice of our- 
ſelves. We cannot properly ſacrifice Chriſt: We 
conan only do it in Sigus and Figures, that is, im- 
properly, or commemoratively: But we may proper- 
ly offer up qurſelues to God; and That is, in 
ſtrict Propriety of Speech, our Sacrifice, our 
ritual Sacrifice, Dr. Brevint rejected, with 
Diſdain, any Thought of a material Sacrifice, Þ# 
a Bread-offeriug, or a Wine-offering; tartly ri= 
diculing the Pretences commonly made for it e. 
But I have dwelt long enough upon the Divines 
of the iy Claſs; who ſtanding upon the ol4 
Principles, and diſregarding the net Definitions, 
continued to call the Euchariſt a true Sacrifice, 
or a proper Sacrifice (meaning, eucbariſtical, and 
ſpiritual) or forbore, at leaſt, to call it impro- 
per, or metapborical. | 
2. I may now look back to other Divines, 
who uſed a different Language in this Ar- 


4 Dr. Hick/s Chriſtian Prieſthood. Vol. I. Prefar. Dic. 
p- 39, 2 „ | * E | 
% Now among theſe magnificent Wonders of Chriſt's Law, 

% Bread and Wine can be reputed but of little Importances - 

% which you may nd as well or better among, the O4/ations of 

% Aaron, and far belonging better to his Order; becauſe 

4 he is often commanded to fer Bread, which Prieſt Melchj- 

« ſearch is not. Therefore, if offering Bread and Wine makes 

% an Order, Aaron will be more certainly a Prieſt after the Or- 

i der of Melchiſedech, than was either Mekhiſedec or Cori 
* himlelf, Brevint, Depth and Myſtery, p. 116. See P. 77 · 


3 ; 


The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 33 
At the Head of them f ſtands the celebrated 
Mr. Hooker, who wrote in 1597, and who 
feared not to ſay, that Sacrifice is now no part of 
the Church-mins 175. and that we have, proper- 
ty, now no Sacr: 92 8. I preſume, he meant by 
proper Sacrifice, propitiatory, according to the 
Senſe of the I. rent-Council, or of the new Defi- 
nitions. In fuch a Senſe as that, he might juſt- 
ly lay, that Sacrfiice is no Part of the Church- 
miniſtry, or that the Chriſtian Church has 10 
Sacrifice. But I commend not the Uſe of ſuch 
new Language, be the Meaning ever ſo right? : 
The Fathers never uſed it Þ,  _ 

Dr. Francis White, in the Year 16 17 he 
was afterwards Biſhop of Ey) obſerved, w4 
the Name of Sacrifice doth not in a proper and 
univocal Senſe belong to the Euchariſt, but in a 
large eee of the Word, and in a figura- 
tive Meaning; becauſe. it is a Repreſontation of 
the real Sarner of Chriſt once offered upon 
wu ab 41 was ſo far e in x waking 83 

| * Repre- 


Dr. Kalbe, in 1 584. had i che way of arguing ad Homi- 


een ſhewn, that the Fathers were no friends to the Ma/i-Sacrs- 


fie, conſidered as true and proper, inaſmuch as they allowed only x 
of ſpiritual Sacrifices, which, in the Romiſb Account, were not 
trus or mm Sacrifices.' See Rainoldes againſt Harte, p. 474, 2, 
535. $3 5 That kind of arguing. firft led the way to 
ſuch ſort anguage as Mr. Hooker made uſe of; but was not 
72 7 the fame with it, not running in the like W | 
erms 

8 Hooker. Ecel. Polity. L. v. Sect. 78. P 34 * 

Once Clemens Alexandrinus (Str. vii. and once 
5 — (L. vii.) has ſaid, that the Chr fan? had no Sacri- 
Acer; meaning ſuch as the Pagans had boaſted of: But That did 

not amount to ſaying, that the Church had no proper Sacriiewss 
or properly no Sarl E £114 


i. e eee W 4 


34 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 
Repreſentation of Chriſt's Sacrifice to be but fi- 
guratively That Sacrifice: But he forgot, that 
the Euchariſt contains many ſpiritual Services, 
which are truly Sacriſices in the Scripture Lan- 
guage, and that even the memorial Service, tho' 
it is but metonymically Chriſt's Sacrifice, is yet 
really our Sacrifice, our ſpiritual Sacrifice. From 
hence, however, may be ſeen how and by 
what Degrees 3 Divines came to leave 
off calling the Euchariſt a Sacrifice, or call'd it 
ſo with the Epithet of improper, or figurative. 
It was chiefly owing to a partial Conception of 
it; They conſidered it barely in its repreſentative, 
or relative View, and too haſtily concluded that 
ſince it was not the Sacrifice repreſented (as tie 
Romanifts pretended it was) it was no Sacrifice © 
at all in Propriety of Speech, WR A 
Spalatenſis, of that Time, made no ſcrup 
of ſaying, over and over, that the Eucharift is 
not a true 1 In a certain place, ne 
expreſſed himſelf in ſuch a manner as might be 
apt to ſurprize a Man at the firſt reading: He 
ſays, that the Name of true Sacrifice was never 
given to the Euchariſt, never thought on, before 
the very lateſt, and the moſt corrupt Ages l. But 
he meant it, I ſuppoſe, according to That Sey 
of True Sacrifice, which the Trent-Counci] and 


the Popiſh Writers had lately affixed to the 


Name, 
6:54 Tons: 4 Dominis. L. V. C. 6. p. 8a, 265, 269. 271, | 
2 ö 


la invenio, aut Zifum, ant cogitatum, aut traditum, aut gracti: 
rerun in ecclefa. i iti de Bumi, ibid p. 21m: 


* 


Eſſe verum Sacrificium, nunquam ad poſtrema corrupta ſæcu - 


We Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 3 5 
The Divinity-Chairs in both Univerſities, a- 
bout that Time, concurred in denying the Eu- 
chariſt to be a true, real, or proper Sacrifice: 
Which appears from Dr. Abbot m, afterwards 
Biſhop of Sarum; and from Dr. Davenant n, 
afterwards Biſhop of the ſame See. Both of 
them ſeemed to take their Eſtimate of #rue and 
proper Sacrifice from the new Definitions; al- 
lowing them for Argument ſake, and joyning 
Iſſue with the Romaniſis upon their own Terms. 
The like may be ſaid of Mr. Maſon, who fre- 
quently allows, or declares, that the Euchariſt 
is not a Sacrifice properly jo: called o. But Dr. 
Cratantborp (about A. D. 1624.) may ſerve 
for a good Comment upon all the reſt: For, 
when he denied the Euchariſt to be either a 
true Sacrifice, or a Sacrifice properly ſ called, 
he cautiouſly guarded what he had ſaid, by re- 
ſtraining it to /uch a Senſe as the Trent-Counci] 
-_ Romiſh Divines had affixed to the Phraſes 
| Si | „ „ 


m « The Paſſion of Chriſt is the Sacrifice which we offer: 
And becauſe the Paſſion of Chriſt is not now really ated, 
$* therefore the Sacrifice which we offer is no true and real Sa- 
« crifice. Abbot, Counterproof againſt Dr. Biſpop. Ch. xiv. 

. 364. N. B. Here was the like partial Conception of the 
Thing as I before noted in Dr. Whzte. | 4 

n Nos aſſerimus, in Miſa nihil poſſe nominart aut oſtendi quod 
ſit /acrificabile, aut quod rationem & efſentiam habeat realis, ex- 
terni & propriè didi Sacrificii: Quamvis que adhiberi in eadem 
ſolent preces, eleemoſyne, Gratiarum Actiones, ſpiritualium Sa- 
erificiorum aomen ſortiantur; Quamvis etiam ip/a l mee 
fracti Corporis Chriſti & fuſi Sanguinis, fgurat? Sacrificium a 
veteribus ſæpenumero vocetur. Davenant. Determinat. Q. 


8 278 44 4 8 
i | : Mafon. de Miniſt, Anglic. p. 549, 550, 551, $55s 627, 


36 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 
of true Sacrifice, and Sacrifice property ſo called“. 
That Reſtriction, or Salvo, was often forgot, 
and came, by degrees, to be more and more 
omitted; and fo the moſt prevailing Doctrine 
ran in abſolute Terms, that the Euchariſt is 20 
true Sacrifice, or no proper Sacrifice, or in ſhort, 
no Sacrifice. Bp. Morton, being ſenſible how 
much it tended to diſparage the Holy Euchariſt, 
and how contradictory it was to ancient Lan- 

_ guage, to ſay that the Euchariſt is not a true, 

or not a proper Sacrifice, endeavoured to help the 
Matter by a Diſtinction between Truth of Ex- 
cellency, and Truth of Propriety*; allowing the 

- Euchariſt' to be true Sacrifice, as to Excellency 
of Nature, but not as to Propriety of Speech: 
As if the new Definitions were a better Rule f 
Propriety, than all that had prevailed for 1500 
Years before, His Diſtinction was a good one, 
in the main, but was not juſtly applied in This 

1 Gy par- 


P Sacrificium Miſſæ non eſt ver? Sacrificium Propitiatorium, 
ut Concilium Tridentinum de init, veſirique docent ; ſed Eucha- 
riſticum tantummodo & comme morativum. Sed nec omnino 
verum & proprie dictum Sacrificium in Miſſa ullum eſt; non 
guale Tridentinum Concilium definivit, & veſtri uno ore proſi- 


tentur. Crakanthorp. Contr. Spalatenſ. c. 74. p. 574. 


4 Morton's Inſtitut. of the Sacram. B. vi. c. 3. p. 415. 
6%. i. p. 0. „„ orchards 5 

Ho much the od Motion of Sacrifice was now wearing out, 
may be judged from Dr. George Hakewill, who wrote in 1641, 
and was otherwiſe a learned and judicious Writer, particularly as 
to this very Argument. He ſays, „ Commemoration being an 
% Alion, cannot, in Propriety of Speech, be the Thing ſacriß- 
<4 red," which muſt of Neceſſity be a Sulſlance, &c. Hakewill. 

Diſſertat. p- 25. : ©; Cad” 
He rejeats Aaſtius Definition, p. 4 And it is too plain from 
ſeveral Places of his Work, that the M/s firſt raiſed by Ballar- 

mine, and other Ramiſb Divines, hung before his Eyes. 
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particular, where Truth of Excellency and Truth 
of Propriety are really coincident, and reſolve 
both into one. However, ſo the Vogue ran, as 

J have before ſaid, and ſo has it been tranſ- 
mitted, through many Hands, down to this 
B ee 03.06 A 
8 4 Such being the Caſe, there is the leſs rea- 
ſon to wonder that a Third Set of Divines, in 
proceſs of Time, ſprang up, as it were, out of 
the two former. For, ſome ſerious Men per- 
ceiving how much the antient and modern Lan- 
guage differed in this Article, and that by means 
of the now prevailing Definitions, they were 
likely to % their Sacrifice ; They thought of 
_ reconciling the Euchariftick Sacrifice with the 

new Definitions, by making it a material Sacri- 
fice. Our excellent Mr. Meade, in the Year 
e rorly I: Ying 4g: 2.211 25:1 hi 
The Luthitan way of ſpeaking, in this Matter, may 


be ſeen in Deylingius, Obſervat. Miſcellan. p. 291. and in Zelt- © 
ner. Breviar. Controver/. cum Eccl. Græc. p. 231, 251. 


The Calviniftical way, in Dallæus, de Cult. Religioſis p. 1122, 


1126. L' Arrogue Hitt. of the Euchariſt, 275; &c. Baſnage: 
Annal. Tom. f p- 373- All declare it, abſolutely, no true Sa- 
erifice: Which, tho' well-meant, is too ànguarded, and is diffe- 
rent Language from that of the Fathers of the Reformation. 
One of our late Divines (a Perſon of great Learning) ſpeaks 
« We deny that there is any Reaſon why the Euchariſt ſhould 
% be called a true Sacrifice, and properly ſo called, or ought to 
* be ſo: For; when we call any thing a true Sacrifice, we have 
« regard to the formd! Reaſon of a Sacrifice, and not to the fi- 
* nal. Nichols's additional Notes, p. 51- Printed 4 J. 1710, 
But what did he make the formal Neaſon of a Sacrifice ? Did 
he take it from the ac Definitions? Where there is properly a 
Gift to God, by way of worſ#ip, to honour, or to pleaſe hini, 
there is the forma! Reaſon of a Sactifice. Gratu/atory Sacrifice 
is as ly Sacrißces as the Propitiatory, or Expiatory : They 
are Cote Species, under the fame Genus. 1 
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1635, was Chief in this Scheme. The Aim 
was good, to retrieve the Chriſtian Sacrifice, 
which ſeemed to be almoſt ſinking ; but the 
Meaſures were ill laid : For, the only right way, 
as I conceive, of compaſſing what he intended, 
would have been to have reſtored the old De- 
initions of Sacrifice, and ſo to have ſet the 
"Euchariſt upon its true, and antient, that is, 
— Foundation. The endeavouring to 
fix it on a material Foot, and to make the E- 
lements themſelves a Sacrifice, was no more 
than what had been attempted, about four- 
ſcore Years before, by the Romanifts*, and at- 
ter mature Deliberation, had been juſtly ex- 
ploded by the /hrewder Men *t, as Feuiſh, or 
meaner than Jewiſh, and altogether repugnant 
to Chriſtian Principles. Neither could Mr. 
Meat eſcape the Cenſures of many of that time, 
for what he was doing; as appears by a Let- 
ter of Dr. Twiſſe, written in 1636, and fince 
printed in Medes Works u. Mr, Mede for- 
hs | | bore 


* Ruardus Tapper. ' Contr. Luther. Art. 18. 
' Gaſpar. Caſalius. De Sacrif. L. i. c. 20. 
Janſenius. Concord. Evang. p. gos. | 
Gordon. Huntlæus. L. ix. c. 3. n. . 
e nnn, Tom ue. Tract. 29. pi 224. 
Mal donate, de Sacram. Tom. i. par. 3. p. 334. 
W658. 788, 792, 703%. ' © 
 Faſquez. Tom. iii. p. 527. e we ko 
© Suarez. Tom. iii. p. 886, 995, 906, gro. 
' - Gregor. de Valentia. Tom. iv. p. 1274. 
_ Baptiſta Scortia. de Miſſa. 34, 36, 38. 
© Arcudins, P. 187, 189. 5 
*I perceive, the main Thing you reach'd after, was a cer- 
tain Myſtery concerning a Sacrifice; which the Papifts have 
miſerably transformed; but, in your Senſe, is now- a- days be- 
come a Myftery to all the Chriſtian World. Triſſe. Ep. 70. 
Compare Medes Anſwer, Ep. 1ꝶ7ꝶ7. 


Pegs. 
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bore however to print his Chriſtiun Sacrifice; tho! 


| he publiſhed the Appendage to it, concerning the 


Altar, which might give leaſt Offence : The 


| reſt appeared not till ten Years after his De- 
ceaſe, in the Year 1648. There are many 


good Things in it, for which reaſon it has ge- 


nerally been mentioned with Reſpect by our 


beſt Divines : But in the Point of a material 


Sacrifice, (a Sacrifice of the Elements) he had 


not many Followers. Dr. Heylin, who in 1636, 
and 1637, had ſome Scheme, or Schemes of 
his own W, ſeems to have taken into Mr. Medes, 


in or before 16 54, when he publiſhed his Ex- 


poſition of the Apoſtles Creed x. 
There are two fundamental Flaws in Mr. 


Medes Syſtem : 1. One in his endeavouring to 


fix the Notion or Definition of a Chriſtian Sa- 
crifice by the Rules of the Levitical; as if )- 
pical and true were the ſame Thing. 2. The 


bother, in not being able to make out the Sacri- 
ice he aimed at, by the very Rules which him- 


ſelf had fixed for it. He obſerved very juſtly, 
that in the Levitical Peace-Offerings, God had, 
as it were, his Part, Portion, or Meſs, aſſigned 
in the Sacrifice y, or Feaſt : (For God was con- 
ſidered in thoſe Feaſts, not merely as Convi- 


vator, but as Conviva alſo; a neceſſary Circum- 
ſtance to compleat the federal Oblation, and 
federal Feaſt.) But when he came to make out 


the Analogy between the Jeuiſb and Chriſtian 
© ig: Feaſt, 
In his Cog/ 0m the Altar, and in ks Antidotum. 
= Hey/in on the Creed, p. 240, Cc. 
Ad, Chriſtian Sacrifice, B. il. c. 7. p. 370, 371. 4 


40 The Chriſtian Sacrifice explained. 
Feaſt, he could find no Part or Portion for 
God in the Euchariſt ; where we take all to 
ourſelves 2. There the Parallel failed; the Rule 
would not anſwer : Therefore the Rule was 
wrong. It would be trifling here to reply, that 
a Chriſtian Sacrifice is no Fewiſh one, and is 
therefore not to be meaſured by Feiſb Rules: 
For, why then ſhould a Chriſtian Sacrifice be 
made material by Jewiſh Rules? Or, why 1s 
the Definition of Sacrifice meaſured by the 
fame? Either uniformly hold to the Rule aſ- 
ſigned, or elſe give it up as wo Rule; and then 
the Chriſtian Sacrifice may be a true and pro- 
per Sacrifice, (tho ſp:ritual only) being of a 
different kind from the Jew!/h ones. If, in- 
deed, the Euchariſt could be proved to be a na- 
terial Sacrifice by any clear Text of Old Te- 
ſtament or New, then there would remain no 
further room for Diſpute: But ſince the Point 
is chiefly argued from its ſuppoſed Analhgy to 
LT other 


Lutber firſt took notice of the ſelficontradiction contained in 
” 1 the Elements a proper Sacrifice to God in the Eu- 
cChariſt. . | 
Dotum ergo cur nos panem, & vinum fotum comedimus & bi- 

'bimus, nibil relinquentes deo? Dum corpora noſtra & Laudes 
Sacrificamus, nihil nobis, ſed omnia deo ſoli exhibemus, ut ſtet ra- 
tio Sacrificii etiam ſpirituali. — Totum nos voramus, & totum 
efferimus : Hoc eſt tantum dicere ; neque voramus fi oferinus, 
neque offerimus fi voramus : Et ita dum 4trumgque facimus, neu- 
tran facimus. Quis audivit unquam Talia ? Omnia fibi pugnan- 
tiſime contradicunt, & invicem ſeſe conſumunt: Aut neceflario 
infallibiliter concludunt Euchariſtiam Sacrificiam eſſe non 
poſſe. Diluant hæc, rogo, Lovanienſes & Pariſienſes. Luth. 
de abrogand. Miſſa privata. Tom. ii. par. 2. fol. 255. Several 

Anſwers have been thought on, to elude this Argument, by Ro- 
yo” and Others; But it is impoſlible to invent any that will 
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other material Sacrifices (Jewnſh or Pagan) and 
that Analgy does not anfwer, but fails in the 
ing to all material Sacrifices, 


and which alone ſhould make them appear 
Gifts to God; it is plain that the Argument has 
an eſſential Flaw in it, which no Art can cure. 
One thing may be pertinently obſerved of 
Mr. Mee, that he confined the Sacrifice to the 
_ Ante-Oblation. His was a Sacrifice of the un- 
conſecrated Bread and Wine , not of the con- 
ſecrated ; not of the Body and Blood, He fup- 
poſed no new ſacriſicing Act in the Poſt-obla- 
tion, but the Repreſentation only of Chriſt's Sa- 
crifice, made by what had been ſacriſiced be- 
fore. So that ſome late. Notions of the Excha- 
riftick Sacrifice can claim but very little Coun- 
tenance from Mr. Mede. What we call fe. 
ing the Elements for Conſecration (like as we 
- offer the Waters of Baptiſm) He called Sacriſi- 
cing ; which was indeed calling it by a rung 
Name, and upon wrong Principles: But, in 
other Things, his Notion of the Euchariſt was 
much the fame with the common one; and he 
went not thofe ſtrange Lengths, thoſe un- 
warrantable Exceſſes which, I am ſorry to fay, 
=_ late Schemes manifeftly abound with. 
But I proceed, e 5 


a C Thus was there, as it were, a mutual Commerce between 
God and the Peogle ; the People giving unto God, and God 
again unto his People: The — giving a /mall Thankſ- 
« giving, but receiving a great Bleſſing ; offering Bread, but re- 

* ceiving the Body; offering Vine, but receiving the my/tica/ 
vc Blood of Chriſt Jeſus. 2 ö — ITY | 
Medi Dilc. 51. P. 293. comp. Chrifian Sacriſ ch. viii. 


44, The Cbrifian Sacrifice explained. 


The Doctrine of a material Sacrifice, firſt 
1 "05 hither about 163 5, barely ſubſiſted till 
the Reſtoration, and afterwards ſlept, as it were, 
for Thirty or Forty Years, But in 1697, two. 
Queries being ſent to a learned Man e, in theſe 
Terms, Whether there ought to be a true and real 
Sacrifice in the Church; and, Whether there is 
725 Wing in the Church of England, (both 
whi ich might very ſafely have been anſwered 
in the Affirmative, keeping to the Terms where- 
in they were ſtated) That learned Perſon choſe 
to alter the Terms, true and real, into material, 
and ſtill anſwered in the Affirmative : Which 
was going too far, Nevertheleſs, in his Anſwer 
to the Queries, he admitted of ſome ſpiritual 
Sacrifices, as being true, and real, and proper 
Sacrifices; which makes it the more ſurpriz- | 
Ing that he ſhould think of any other Sacri- 
fice. For, fince it is elf-evident = Truth o 
Excellency goes along with the ſpiritual Sacri- 
fices, and fince he himſelf had allowed Truth of 
Propriet y to go along with the ſame, or with 
ſome of them at leaſt ; to what Purpoſe could 
it be to ſeck out for another Sacrifice, not more 
Proper, but certainly leſs excellent than what we 
had before? It is an unconteſtable Maxim, that 
the Value of a Sacrifice can never riſe higher 


than the Value of the Sacriſcers d; and there- 
fore 


e Dr. Hi her] in Two Diſcourſes, 1/&c. 6 ted 1732. 
4 Vid. Peter Martyr Diſco p $1 7 Boe s 


3 on the N. p. 209. Cornel. 4 L251 in Heb. 
i. 7. ſeems to allow this Maxim, when he ſays: bo anni 


| Sar fi Sacerdos major 0 ſua viaimoquam offert. 
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fore if they ſacrifice themſetves, it is not poſlible 
that they ſhould do more, becauſe in the gi- 
wing themſelves, they give all that they have to 
give. What Dignity then, or Value could it 
add to an evangelical Prieſthood, or Sacrifice, 
to preſent the divine Majeſty with a Loaf of 
Bread, or a Chalice of Wine? Or what practi- 
cal Ends or Uſes could be ſerved by it? I ſhall 
only obſerve farther; that the ſame learned Wri- 
ter, afterwards, took material Thing into the very 
Definition of Sacrifice ©: But upon the lateſt 
Correction, he ſtruck it out again, putting Gift 
inſtead of it f; thereby leaving room for /þ:r7- 
tual Sacrifice (which undoubtedly is a Gzft) 
to be as proper a Sacrifice as any. So that his 
firſt and his /a/# Thoughts upon the Subject 
appear to have been conformable ſo far, in a 
critical Point, upon which much depends. 
Another learned Writer, (a zealous Materi- 
aliſt, if ever there was one) laid it down for his 
Ground-work, that nothing can properly be cal- 
led a Sacrifice except ſome material Thing : But 
to fave himſelf the trouble of proving it, he was 
pleaſed to aver, that it was given for rn 


© Hickes's Chriſtian Prieſthood, p. 74. Ed. 2. A. D. 1707. 
A Sacrifice is a material Thing ſolemnly brought, or pre- 
| ſented, and offered to any God, according to the Rites of any 
Religion, &c. 37 Np 1% oY 

I Hicks's Chriſtian Prieſthood, Vol. i. p. 159. A. D. 171m. 

A Sacrifice is a Gif? brought, and ſolemnly offered by a 

% Prief}, ordinary or extraordinary, according to the Rites 
and Obſervances of any Religion, in, before, at, or upon 

c any Place, unto any God, to honour and worſhip him, and 
thereby to acknowledge him to be God and Lord. 5 
* Fohnſon, Unbl. Sacrifice, par. i. p. 5. Ed. 1714, or p. 6. 


Ed. 1724. 
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ight reaſonably be asked, when given, or 
m? Not by the Penmen of the O 
or New Teſtament ; not by the Chriſtian Fa- 
thers, or Pagan Platoniſts, in their Times: Not 
by the Schoo/men down to the Reformation, nor 
by the Papiſtt themſelves, generally, before the 
Council of Trent: Not by any conſiderable Num- 


ber of Proteſtants, till Fifty Years after, or more; 


never by the Di vines of our Church, without 


Contradiction and Oppoſition from other Di- 


vines as wiſe and, as learned as any we have 
had: Not given for granted, even by Dr.Hickes, 
of the material Side, in 16978; no, nor in 
1711, as hath been already hinted. To be 


ſhort then, that important Point was rather Ta- 


ken, than given for granted, by one Writer who 


. wanted a Foundation to build a new Syſtem 


upon: And as the Foundation itſelf was weak, 
the Superſtrufure, of courſe, muſt fall, however 


_ curiouſly wrought, or aptly compacted, had it 


© SAS But 


4 His Words are: Vocal Sacrifices are commonly called Spi- 
«© ritual. Theſe are true, real Sacrifices and there 
* fore our Saviour is ſaid to have offered them up, Hab. v. 7. 
« And they are eſsly called Sacrifices, Heb. xiii. 15. and 
« x Pet. ii. 5. Tuo Diſc. p. 53. The Sacrifice of Praiſes and 
« e unto God ——1s a proper, but ſpiritual Sacrifice, 
P- 1. | | 5 


V. B. It appears to me, that Dr. Hickes's original Scheme of 
the Chriftian Sacrifice (tho he called it materia!) really meant 
no more than an O-/ation of the material Elements for Conſecra- 
tion (which certainly is no Sacrifice) and a commemorative Service 
performed by the material Elements, an external, manual Ser- 
vice, as oppoſed to mere mental, or vocal : Both which Points 
might have been granted him, as not amounting to the Sari 
fice of any material Subſtance, the Point in Queſtion, © 


\ 
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But it is time for me now (my Reverend 
Brethren) to relieve, your Patience, by. drawing . 
to a Concluſion. I have pointed out (fo far a8 
I have been able to judge, upon. very ſerious and 
diligent Enquiry ): the original Ground and 
Source of all the Confiufon. Which has ariſen in 
this Argument. The changing the o/d Defini- 
tions for new ones, has perplexed us: And now 
again, the changing new ones for the old, | 
may ſet us right. Return, we but to, the antient 
Ideas of Piritual Sacrifice, and then all wi 
be clear, Ju and uniform, We need not then 
be vaiply ſearching for a Sacr rifice, (as the Roma 
niſts have been before us) 777 3 exts that 
ſpeak nothing of one, from Melchs/e edeck in Ge- 
nefis down 2 Hebrews the xiii. 00 Proofs 
will be found to lie where the Hiritual Services 
lie, and where they are called Sacri zfces. The 
| Euchariſt contains many. of them, and muſt 
therefore be a proper Sacriſice, in the ſtrength 
of thoſe Texts, and cannot be otherwiſe. Here 
the primitive Fathers reſted. that. Matter ; and 
here may we reſt it, as upon firm Ground. 5 
Let us not preſume to offer the Almighty any 
* Sacrifice, in the 17 > he does not 
offer us empty Signs : But as eonveys wp | 
the ace of 55 Bleffugs. thoſe Signs, ſo 
by the fame Sigm: (not Sacrifices) ought we to. 
_ convey our chorce/t Gifts, the Gaſpel-Services, the 
true Sacrifices, which he has. commanded. 80 


will the federal 1 of Amity be mutually 


| 5 up, and perfected. Our Sacgiſices will then 


po 8 and our, Pri 181 aft 
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our Altar high and heavenly, and our Eu- 


cbariſt a conſtant Leſſon of good Life ; every 


Way fitted to draw down from Above thoſe in- 
eſtimable Bleſſings which we ſo juſtly expect 


from it. Let but the York, or Service be e- 
ſteemed the Sacrifice, rather than the material 


* 


Elements, and then there will be no Pretence 
or Colour left for abſurdly ſuppoſing, that any 


Sacrifice of ours can be expatory, or more va- 
luable than ourſelves; or that our Hopes of 


Pardon, Grace; and Salvation can depend upon 


any Sacrifice extrinſict, fave only the AI-/uffi- 


cient Sacrifice of Chriſt. When once thoſe fo- 
7 Fictions, or Fancies, of other extrinſicł Sin- 
offe 


rings, or Expiations are removed, there will 


be. no Error in aſſerting a proper Euchariſticł 


> 


Sacrifice; but many good protficol Uſes will 


be ſerved by it. ® 4 


-* "Under the legal Oeconomy, Bulls and Goats, 


Sheep and Turtle- Doves, Bread-Offerings, and 
Wine-Offerings were really Sacrifices : They 
had gal Expiations, (Shadows of true) annex- 


© 


then, and always, muſt depend ſolely on the 
true Sacrifice of Atonement, the Sacrifice of 
the Croſs. . The 'Shadows have fince 3 Ar- 


* 


„ 


CT 


# 
*s 


i 


ed to them; to intimate, that true Expiation 


ed; and now it is our great Goſpel-privilege, to 


have immediate Acceſs to the true Sacrifice, and 


to the true Expiations, without the Interven- 


tion of any Lg Expiation, or Ia! Sacrifice. 
To imagine any expiatory Sacrifice now to 


tand between us and the great Sacrifice, is 
0 keep us ſtill at a diſtance, when we are al- 


lowed 
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lowed to draw near ; It is diſhonouring the 
Grace of the Goſpel; and in ſhort, is a flat 
Contradiction to Both Teſtaments. For, the 
Rule of Both is, and the very Nature of Things 
ſhews that ſo it muſt be, that all true Expia- 
tion mult reſolve ſolely, directly, and immed:- 
ately, into the one true Sacrifice of Expiation, 
namely, the grand Sacrifice. If, indeed, we 
had now any legal, or typical Offences to expi- 
ate, then might Bread and Vine be to us an ex- 
piatory typical Sacrifice, as before to the Fes ; 


and That would be all. If we look for any 


thing Ligber, they have it not in them, nei- 
ther by their own Virtue, nor by any they 
can borrow: For, it is no more poſſible that 
the Blood of the Grape, repreſenting Chriſt's 
| Blood, ſhould purge the Conſcience, and take a- 
Way Sins now, than that the Blood of Bulls or 
of Goats, repreſenting the ſame Blood of Chriſt, 
could do it aforetime. The utmoſt that any 
material Sacrifices, by virtue of the grand Sa- 
crifice, could ever do, was only to make ſome 
legal or temporal Atonement : They cannot do 
ſo much now, becauſe the Aga Oeconomy is 
cout of Doors, and all Things are become neu. 
In a word, our Expiations now are either /þiri- 
| tual, or none: And therefore ſuch of courſe. 
muſt our Sacriſices alſo be, either ſpiritual, or 
none at al. | | 
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is I have hinted ſomething above 
SEEM = of the range: Lengths which 
have been run, and of the un- 
r w27rantable Exceſſes which ſome 
tate Syſtems of the Euchariſtick 
Sacrifice manifeſtly abound with; it may reaſon- 
ably be expected that I ſhould here give ſome 
Accgunt of what I there intimated. I muſt 
_ own, it is the moſt unwelcom Part of my Em- 
ploy, and what I leaſt wiſhed to be concerned 
in. It can never be any Pleaſure to a good 
Mind, to be expofing Failings, even when there 
is a Neceſſity for it; but it is rather an Abate- 
ment of the ſolid Satisfaction ariſing from the 
maintaining of the Truth, that it cannot ordi- 
narily be done, without ſome kind of Rebuke, 
open or tacit, upon oy Gainſayer. I 


Bron 


dee above, p. 41, 
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firſt engaged in the Subject of the Euchariſt, © 
ſaw 63 Neceſſity there was for throwing off 
the material, Hypotheſis, (being ufripenrah and 
uncatbolict, and many ways unreaſonable) leſt 
ſhould hang like a Millſtone upon the Neck of 
the main Cauſe. Nevertheleſs, I endeavoured 
to remove that Weight, with "all imaginable 
Tenderneſs towards Perſons, living or dead; de- 
ſigning only to rectify Miſtakes, in a manner 
the moſt reſpectful, jo as not to betray the 
= Cauſe of Truth. What I could not approve of, 
ina late learned Writer, [ expteſ d my diſlike | 
of, where neceſſary, in the T7] Terms; ſcarce 
noting the Deformities of his Syſtem in any 
_ exphcite way, but wrapping them up in gene- 
rali, and throwing the kindeſt Shade over them. 
But by what has appeared fince, I find, that 
no Noor ee of Tenderneſs, and every I oken 
of et muſt be looked as nothing, 
unleſs 1 could have comm the ſame Wri- 
ter, as a Perſon of found fu b, in the 
very Things wherein he _ certainly judged 
amiſs, and much to the prejudice of thoſe in- 
portant Truths which I had undertaken to de- 
fend. A very particular Streſs is laid upon that 
Gentleman's fohd Learning and udgment in 
this very Queftion : He was, it ſeems, viſibly 
Ree? in Learning and Argument to all Op. 
poſers e; inſomuch chat a ＋ eminent Perſon, 
| in 


o See Dr. Bret's Remarks on Review, Þ. 97. And compare 5 


1, 121, 123, 158 

„ 4% Mr. Jaber. 8 Books had given great er to many in 

the higheſt Stations in _ Church, Dr. Hancock, Dr. V 4 
1 * an 
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in 1716, had aur the Courage to contradift him, 
: however 2 to it, in the Article of the 


Sacrifh I have no. Inclination to detract. 


from — Gentleman's Talents : Tho the pro- 
per Glory of a Man lies not in the Pgſeſian, but 
neat oy Up of them. Admiration of Per- 
/ons has often been found a falſe Guide in our 


Searches after Truth. Very great Mem have 


frequently been obſerved to run into great Ex- 
cage: And I doubt not but to make it appear, 
that He did fo, in the Article now. before us. 
Men muſt, at laſt, be tried by Truth (which is 
above every Thing) and not Truth by Mev, or 
by Names e. That I may obſerve ſome Me- 
thod, I ſhall point out the Excefes which that 
learned Writer appears to n; into, un 
the Heads following: — * 


a MY 
; £ 


D* 1 = 


« and Dr. Turner, and ſore Adin were encouraged to anſwer 


* him z. but they were all found to be too weak to be any of 
«c them, or 4// together a Match for a Man of his eh, Loarn- 
* ing and Fudgment : He was viſibly their Superior in Learn- 


* ing and Argument, and their faint Eſſays ſerved but to raiſe 


„ his Reputation. Brett. ibid. p. 122. 
4 This eminent Perſon, whoever he Was, "(for Me. Jobnfen 
% does not name him) and who was leaſt e to — 


« the Doctrine of the Sacrifice, had nat the 2Qurage to deny 
© jr. to be one. Brett. ibid. 


The Deſign, I ſuppoſe, of that eminem ante, Was nat to en- * 


ter into the Debate at all, bat oh! an healing 
Thought, viz. That ſince every T * ; of offfent was per- 
ſectly ſerure without the materia! Hypotbeſis, there could be no 
good Reaſon left for the Warmth that was thewn- in it. 
A wiſe Reflection; e e 

ved, and ſeriouſiy attended to. pert e , e 


N 268, . 
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1. In depreciating 2 ritual Sacrifices beyond | 
what was decent, or juſt. 

2. In over-valuing material Sacrifices.” 

3. In over-ſtraining many things ting to 
our Lord's ſuppoſed Sacrifice in the Euchariſt. 

4. In over-turnin g. or eee ts Sa- 
orifice of the Graf, Wo 

5. In the wong laing our Sacrifice in the : 
Euchariſt.” 

6. In iving erroneous Accounts of the E. 

vangelical, or Chriſtian Prieſthood. 

Theſe ſeveral Heads may furniſh out 0 many 
diſtinct Chapters : I ſhall take them in the order 
as they lie, and ſhall proceed as far in them as 
Neceſſity may ſeem to require, or my preſent 
_ Leiſure may permit; reſerving the reſt Er any 
future Occaſion, according as Circumſtances 
* 5 


** * 8 
2 


CHAP. L 


Showing FR Exceſſes of. 1 new- hain in 
oy depreciating ſpiritual Sacrifices. 


MADE mention before, of Mr. Fobn/err's 
| taking it for granted, that ſpiritual Sacri- 
fie cannot be Sacrifice properly o called; Which 
was throwing off a very important Queſtion 
too Co RO and Ae, it a fair Hearing, 


II. Elke 


. 8 p. 45; 4 Ry” forgot to take Opus into my Lift 
above who ſays — fda & jejunia & Res ſimiles ſunt 

ſacræ Ad ions, * 0 extern : Ideoque cum fiunt ex Fide 
in Chriſtum, ſunt Reis novi i Foederis, etiam talia per quæ 


Deus nobis redditur propitius. Grot. vot. pro pace, p. go: 
conf. 715. 
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II. Elſewhere he maintains, that it is imp. 
Able in the Nature of Things, that Prayer and 
Praiſe without Sacrifice: (he meant material da- 
crifice) can he better than with its. I paſs by the 
Pretence offered in Support of this Paradox; 
becauſe it is an old one, borrowed from the 
KRomaniſis: And it was ſolidly confuted long 
ago, by our very learned and judicious Mr. 
Maſon h. I ſhall only note farther, that the 
Author might as juſtly have ſaid, that it is 
impoſſible for Uncircumciſion to be better than 
Circumciſion, becauſe he Who receives Circum- 
ciſion as he ought, muſt of courſe have the true 
Circumciſion of the Heart, and. Both muſt needs 


be better than one, 


III. Another the like Paradox i is, that Prayer 
and Praiſe are abſurdiy preferred to material 
Sacriſices i. Much might be faid in Confuta- 
tion of this Aſſertion, both from Scripture and 
Antiquity: But ] conſult Brevity; beſides that 
the bare mentioning ſuch Things is ſufficient 
tc expoſe them. I ſhall only ask, How came 
material Incenſe to be laid afide, | and naked 
Prayer to Le preferred before it, as proper to 
the Saints, under the Goſpel *? Incenſe was hin- 
bolical Prayer ; Prayer 1 is the evangelical Incenſe, 
and as much preferable to'the other, as Truth is 


to Shadow, or Thing fenifed to the 'S gu or Fi 15 
gure of it. 


3 Jede, Unbl. Sacrif. e 
b Maſon de Miniſter. * 2 . 3 

I Fobnſon, ibid, p. 12 
k Reogl, v. 8. Conf, reneus, L. iv 17 P: 249. 8 
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IV. To diſparage ſpirisual Sacrifice yet far- 
ther, he ſays, I: 2 Heer, Spirit is called a 
2 Sacrißce by David, tho it be no more thin 


© a Diſpoſition of Mind fitting us for Devo- 
tion and Humiliation, and may prevail with 


God when no real | viz. material] Sacrifice 


is to be had l. An unſeemly Reflection upon 
what are emphatically called "The Sxcnifices of 
God, in that very Place m, as vaſtly preferable 
to material Sacrifices. The Pſalmiſi did not 
mean, when material Sacrifice was not to he 
had: For, in the Verſe immediately preceding, 
he fays, Thou defireft not Sacrifice, elſe would I 
give it: Thou delighteſt not in Burnt-Offering u. 
What « could be faid plainer, to ſhew the Pre- 
ference of the Jhiritual Sacrifices, above all o- 
. 
V. The Author goes on in the lame Sernin-: TT: 
Whatever i now ſaid of Prayer without Sa- 
criſice, it 1s certain, that it is but mere Syna- 
gogue-wor ſhip o. It is certain that ſuch Pra — 
is the Worſhip of the Saints, under the 
ſpe}, as I before noted. But, I preſume, this 
ingenious Turn was thought on, to anticipate, 
or to retort the Charge of Pudaiſm; which 
| juſtly be objected to material Sacrifices, 
and; ntly is been. It is odd to fpeak 
of {urn Prayer without CONS when fuch 
Prayer 


1 Nee, ibid. p. 128. 


P alm, Ii. 17. | 
Th he Pretences made for changing the Tranſlation, in der 
to elude the Senfe (p. 131.) appear fo forced and. * 
not to deſerve a ſerious Confutation. 5 
"0 6 * P- 128. 
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Prayer is itſelf a Chriſtian Sacrifice : But he 
meant Prayer without a materiel Sacrifice ; 
That, in his Account, is mere Synagogue wor. 
ſbip. He forgot, that it runs in Chrift's Name. 
VI. Another Poſition is, That a Secrifice of 
Righteouſneſs fignifies a noble, or rich Sacrifice, 
fuch as it auas proper for King David to offer b. 
But learned Men have well ſhewn, that it fg 
nifies true and ſpiritual Sacrifice ?, as oppoſed to 
material, typical, Jymbohcal : And fuch ſpurt 
tual Sacrifice is really richer and nobler than an 
Hecatomb. I am aware, that ſomething may 7 
be ſpeciouſly pleaded from Plalm li. 19: And 
Mr. Fobnfon makes his Uſe of it r. But the 
learned Yitringa ſeems to me to have en * 


„ juſt Account of that whole Matter: . 


VII. To diſparage ſpiritual Sacrifices. yet 
more, and to give the Reader as how and con- 
| temptible an Idea of them as poſſible, they ate 

compared with the //ood-Oferings © mentioned 
in Nehemiah u; the Feel brought for the Uſe - 
of the Sacrifices : And it is thereup pon obſerved, 
that The Jews of old hoped, as A as other 
People, by their fiveet-/cented Cane and Wood, 
to render. their Sacrifice a more agrecuble 
&© Service w. A coarſe Compariſon ! Had not 

the Author atherwiſe bore the Character of a 


; D 4 | grave 
p Jab wid. . 
4 See 75 E 2 . ers p. 65. Oſerual. Sar. 
Tom ü. W Je. Tom. ii. p. 36. e 1 
b Jeb, 1 1 N 
Vitrin n Iſa. Tom. i: F 
| © Fohn/on, part ii. 75 Eg 5 
7 © Nobem. 1. 44. R „ $ tis 
w ” Jobnſon, ibid. 223. 
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grave and ſerious Writer, one could not have 
taken this extraordinary Thought to proceed 
from any reverent Regard towards /þiritual Sa- 
crifices, the Sacriſices of God, However, we 
may perceive from hence, that as often as any 
one ſhould have objected: the Meanneſs of a 
 Loaf-Offering, or a Wine-Offering, he was pro- 
vided with an Anſwer, and prepared to retort. 
VIII. I ſhall take notice but of one Article 
more, under this Head. It was a famous Topick 
among the Chriſtian Fathers, when arguing for 
fprritual Sacrifices, that ſpiritual Offerings were 
moſt agreeable to ſpiritual Beings x, ſuch as 
God, and the Seuls of Men: The fame Argu- 
ment has been as juſtly urged by learned Mo- 
dierns. But in order to break the Force of it, 
it is obſerved, that Porphyry of old, and the 
Duakers of late Days, have carried thoſe Rea- 
ſonings too far, in the firitualizing way v. Be 
it ſo: may not wiſe Men know where to ſtop ? 
Has not external Religion been oftner and more 
_ + grievoully perverted, and carried into Extremes? 
We know what Superſtitions, and dangerous De- 
eeits aroſe from the uſe of material Incenſe in 
the Euchariſt», by the making it an Offering 
or Sina; Neither have we reaſon to expect 
Spee ge $169. Deyer-eult. f. We. , en 
7 UK. Mo oo IE 
= Vid. Renaudotius, Collect. Liturg. Tom. i. 201. © 
Jacob. Liturg. p. 38, 53. Ed, Fabric © 
Ord Cong Renard T i p. 4. 6 18 19 | 
en einm, n 1. , v2 
nw 
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any thing better from the bringing in a mate. 
rial Mincha, for the like Ne. into the 
Chriſtian Church. 
Hotvever, this way of depreciating 2 intermal 
Relipon, and /þ ritual Sacrifice, is not the wa 
promote - 2 Uſes, the practical Ends 
= Purpoſes of the Holy Communion. It is 
indeed ſaid on the other hand, in the way of 
Apology, that they do not at all en the Value 
of any internal Grace, or the Neceſſity of a pi- 
| ous Life, but the contrary b. They do not 
mean it, J eaſily believe: But in fact they 
do it. For, every cool, conſidering Man muſt 
ſee, that thoſe Jow Notions of ſpiritual Sacrifice, 
(very different from the elevated Teas which 
Scripture and catholick Antiquity every where 
inculcate) can have no good Aſpect upon practi- 
cal Religion. As to the Pretence of raiſing 
the Di gnity of the Sacrament ©, e, by a material 
Sacrifice, it is marvelous that any Man of mo- 
derate Diſcernment can entertain ſuch 4 Thought: 
For, the Reverſe is the certain Truth. The 
5 Dignity of the Holy Sacrament muſt infallibly 
Suffer,if ſo mean, ſo unprimitive a Sacrifice ſhould 
ever be admitted into it. The Antients con- 
ſtantly preſerved the Dignity of the Euchariſt, 
by 7 paring the ned of e "I 
ge es: 


Atera Mig. in Martene. T. i. p- #79, 498. | 
Diony/. Mifſal. ibid. p. 519. | "Ty 

. Prudent. 4 ibid. 528. | 

May r al. ibid. 538. conf. 591 5 1 

3 Jh, U nbl. Sacr. part i. p. 263. "Ali, p 288. Brut's 
ate on Review, p 5.139. 


$ hes ibid, 
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| a Flaſk: of Air would 
Value than all the reſt put together; ſince 


Air is abwolutely neceſſary to oy Life, which 
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fices: If Moderns will ſubmit to learn of Them, 
they will uſe the ſame at VT BETA 2 


ten 9 2 and wied 


— 1 —_ . * * ——— 


— e Moat aan ds af — * — , "LT * * 


CHAP. n. 


Shewing die E EXCESSES, of ie 
Scheme, in nne ma- 
terial Sacrj es. | | . 


3 L Tr is alledged, that « there is more in- 


c trinfck Value in a Loaf of Bread, 


0 and a Flagon of Wine, than in all the Gold and 


« Siluer in the Indies; becauſe the former will 
ce for, ſometime /apport our Lives, the other 


24 e eee If, but only as by the Con- 


« ent of Men, it bas a Pale ſet upon it d. 


Upon which I obferve, 1. That the Argument 


oves too much: For, fame Argument 
T 5 6x more mtrinfict . 


none of the reſt are. 2. The Author obſerves 
elſewhere, that Bloody Sacrifices, in themſelves, 
are of the le Gre: that is, have more in- 
trinfick Value: And yet Dawd (a very wiſe 
and good Man) difliined to offer even Joc to 
if they were to coſt him nothing f. He 
meaſured the Value of the Sacrifice, by the _ 

dental, the Reed, and the Aﬀedtion of 
8 _ | 


Nahen, en the. 


= © en, propit. onut- P30 $41.7 


f 2 Sam. XXIV. 24. | 


Impoſſihle, if we ourſelves are the 
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0 rer, ſhown-in by the CofEnefſs of the 
. 9 jp ye e's Che CEL chat 
e e at all, he required ca ones, 
of as many as could afford it. But, what do 
our Bread and Wine coſt a 4who/e 'Congrega- 
tion? What the Communtcants, who, perhaps, 
are not one half of the whole ? Whiss does ths 
2yota of any ſingle Communicant amount to? 
| Beſides that, in reality, we give God nothing: 
We take all to oui, tho not all of it provi- 
ded at our own: proper Colt or Charge. Was there 
ever ſuch a Sacriſice known, or thought on, 
either among Jews or Gentiles, ſince the World 
ſtood ? Or were the primitiue Chriſtians ever 
| Charged with any thing of this kind.). 
I. It is pretended farther, that this material 
Oblation is of greater Value than ourſebves x 


erers k: 


L bave hinted above) that the Value of a Sa- 
crifice can never riſe than the Value of 
the Sacrificers. Upon the Stren wth of which 
Maxim, our very learned and judicions Dean 
Field did not TN EG that if a Man 


1 1 r could 
8 7, opit. 0 t. p. 107. 
b 5 We oe 893 vas the Ronen, * 


ſrdly pretend) is allowed by Dr. Hickes, wtio ſays, * As the Con- 


gęregation offered, ſo it con * and prrfbymed: the whole 
« Kuchariltical Service, by — of the of the Prift ; who 
«« therefore always adminiftred in. the plural Number. 
reopi eur ove, we offer, &&. Chriffian Prigfth, Vol. i. 
Pref. Arount, p. 22, 23. 
4 2 ; themfelves allowed it, i Years before = 
ouncil of Trent'; as n 1 us 4 Castro. Hzre 
L. x. fol. 214. Edit. A 
Sacerdos, in Per na Ecrlt Le: profintes Deo i obtatthaan 
gn PORE Erueis. „ . 210. 
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could be ſuppoſed to facrifice even Chrif ou 
Lord, it — 35 not be ſo valuable as the Seri. - 
ice of himſelf i. The fame Principle is con- 
firmed by the united Voices of the Antients, 
who always looked u _ Self-ſacrifice as the 
moſt valuable of an They had good rea- 
fon to think ſo, if either our Lord's — or 
St. Paul's e or the Nature of the 
Thing itſelf can be of any Weight. | 
III. It is pretended, that the Bread and Wine 
are the moſt excellent and valuable Sacrifice, 
becauſe they are in M yery and imward Power, 
tha” not in Subſtance, the Body and Blbod of 
Chrift, and therefore the moſt? ſublime and di- 
vine Sacrifice that Men or Angels can offer m: 
They are enriched, repleniſhed, over-ſhadowed by 
the Holy Spirit, and by ſuch divine Influence 
rendred the Body and Blood in Efficacy and Vir- 
tue, receivin g by by the Spirit a Life giving Power n. 
To which I anſwer, 1. That it is certainly a 
valuable Sacrament ; 18 what the * 
ere 


EF Field on the Chuck, p 
Clem. Alex. Strom. vil 'p f. 848, 849, 860 
DOrigen, Tom. ii. p. 364. Bened. 
Cyprian, Rag 76. p. 232. Alias Ep. 77. p. 159. 
uſeb. Demonſt. p. 40. 
Baſil, Tom. = p. 207. Ed. Bened. 
Nazianzen, Tom. i. p. 38. 
 Hilarias, p. 7 Ad Ed. Bened. 
Chan. 1 m. v. p. 20, 231, 316, 503. Tom. vii. 216. | 


Par Faq pi Dei. 1 92 5 1 55 x. e. 20. Ed, Bened. 
Procopius. In Ifa. p. 22. Gregor. 1911 c. 59. 
3 0 2 e —2 Os . 
hn, JN ompare s 141. 
Sr one ibid. 171. Rote, Erba L bete 
liar to — or, becauſe it is faid, that a Man muſt be born 
Y Waiter the * the Fathers ſomerimes Lene the Fi. 
gore 
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here enumerates may ſhew the Value of what 
God gives to us, not the Value of what We give 
to Him, in it. The Spirit, which is ſuppoſed to 

make all the Value, is what God gives to us 
in the Euchariſt, not what we give to God: 
For, it cannot be ſuppoſed that we ſacriſice 
the Holy Spirit. So that all that the Author 
has here ſaid, however ent to the . facra- 
mental Part of the Euchariſt, is foreign to the 
ſacrificial, and can add little to the Value of it. It 
is but conſecrated Bread and Wine ſtill that we 
are ſuppoſed to ſacrifice ; unleſs we take in 
Chriſt's natural Body to enrich the Sacrifice, 
which would be Popery; or elſe the Divine 
Spirit, which is worſe. 2. Beſides, it is cer- 
tain, that the Baptiſmal Waters are as much 
enriched, repleniſhed, overſhadowed by the Holy 
Spirit, and have the ſame, (if not greater) L:fe- 
giving Power, and yet they are no Sacrifice at 
all. 3. I have before hinted, that no Sacrifice, 
which Ve can offer, can be more valuable than 
ourſelues: And therefore all this po 
of Words muſt come to nothing. 4. The 
Notion of the Spirit's coming upon the Ele- 
ments, to make them ab/lutely the Body, 
is a groſs Notion; ariſing only from a popular 
Form of Speech o, and not conſiſtent with the 
true and antient Doctrine, that the unworthy 
kure, in deſcribing the new Birth. The Spirit is quaſi Mari. 
tus; the Water is Marita, and Fæcundata, and therefore ſtiled 
Unda genitalis, The Holy Ghoſt over/baiori ; the Water 


brings forth; and the Holy Thing born is the new Chriſtian. 


How to the ſame Figure to the Euchariſt, I ſee not; nor 
how to apply it to the Purpoſe of Sacrifice. | - + 
* See my Review, p. 127, 252, 265, 338, 392, 403. 
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; nar drink the Shed of Chi | 
ve they the Com- 
Spirit. It 
to ay, do re. 
Spirit, but receive 10 Benefit, becauſe 
they 79 f,, or quench the irit: For, being gw: L 
ty of the Body and Blood of the Lord, in the 
Act (1G. 8 
that 3 Act they receive Motions 7 
Grace: receive none, there are 
none to Be, Or, if on the 
they were certain to receive the | Motions 
of the Spirit in the. very 4; who ſhould for- 
bid the ume coming to receive Motions of = 
Grace? This Euaſon therefore will not anſwer 
the Purpoſe. The Spirit deſerts ill Men in their 
fim Acts: Therefore the unworthy do not re- 
_ceive the Spirit, but the Elements only: There- 
fore again, they receive not the Bouy; becauſe 
without the Spirit, the Elements, ex hypothefs, 
are not the Bady and Blood, but bare Ele- 
ments, having a relative Holineſs, n, be- 
fore conſecrated, and that is all. If the 
| Bread and Wine once confecrated were  abſolute- 
by the Body and Blood, by means of the Spirit, 
there is no reaſon why the Baptiſmal Waters 
 Nhould not be thought Chriſt's Blood ab/olutely, 
by means of the ſame Spirit. It is certain, 
| from the Nature of the TOO and it is con- 
Io . firmed 


"alles. b. 2845 3 kn D 
gatur, nec "immerentibus ad falatem prodeſſe ſumitur, 
pri gratia ſalutaris in cinerem, ie, fugie „ mutetur. 

yprian de Lapſ. p. 214. Ed. — e 
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firmed by the rene Verdict of Antiquit 
that we are as properly dipped in the Blo, > | 
Chriſt in Bap as we eat the Body and Blod 
of Chriſt in the Euchariſt. Therefore the Bap- 
tiſmal Mater is as valuable as the Euchariſtical 
Wie, and as fit to make a Sacrifice of; and it 
is alſo commemorative of the Death and PAV 
fron; Conſeq Kg the Elements in either Sa- 
crament, b ieſſed with like . Privileges, 
and 2 27 — like Dignity, have all of them, 
in that View, the fame 1 and ought all of 
them to beSacrifices, as much as 9 2 

IV. It is further pretended, that t conſecra- 
ted Bread and Wine are changed, if. not in their 
Subſtance, yet in their inward Qualities 7, 
Which appears to be Sound only, without Mean- 
ing; or Words without Ideas. "When Water is 

yy, to have been miraculouſly chang ed into 
Mine, the Words carry ſome Idea 42 an inter- 
ual Change of Qualities: But when Vine re- 
mains Wine ſtill, not cha gend 3 as to Cohur, 
or Tafte, or Smell, or any other receivable 
Qual ity, it is hard to ſay what | imoard 
nge means, or what 1d it carries with it. 
_— Relations, adventitious Uſes, or Offices 
are eaſily underſtood; and Relateve Holineß 
carries ſome Senſe in its: But the inward 
Change, the —— . * 22 


4 gee my Review, p. ane, And to the a in the 
Margin, add, Sa/maſius. contr. Grot. p. 186, 191, 394+ And 
Patrick's full View of the Euchariſt, p. 82. 

Grabe. Defenſ. eccl. p. 75-87. Nen, Pads OI. 
P- 254» 255. Alias, p. 258, 299 OE We / 

dee any Review, p. 1 
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16 Te APPENDIX. 
poſed in this Caſe, will not comport, either 
with true Philgſophy, or ſound Theology. What- 
ever it means, or whatever it is conceived to be; 
certain it is, that it belongs as much to the con- 


fecrated Waters of Baptiſm *, as to the conſecra- 


ted Elements of the Euchariſt : And ſo let it 
V. The moſt important Paradox of all, rela- 


ting to this Head 1s, that the conſecrated Ele- 
ments are the Syb/?itutes of the Body and Blood; 


are /acrifeed firſt, and afterwards taken by the 
Communicants, in lieu of the natural Body 
and Blood, or of the Sacrifice of the Croſs *, 


e the moſt perfect and conſummate Repreſen- 


« fatives of the Body and Blood. They 


e are not only /#5/7:7uted, but they are, by the 
ce Power of the Spirit which is communica- 


ted fo them, —— made the Hhvely efficacious 
«« Sacrament of his Body and Blood. The 


« vi/ble material Subſtitutes — are the 


«© Bread and Wine: And when the Holy Spi- 
« rit, which is his inviſible Repreſentative, com- | 
% municates its Power and Preſence to the | 
Symbols, which are his vile Repreſentatives, 
they do thereby become as full and authen- 
© tick Subſtitutes, as it is poſſible for them to 
« bet, The facramental Body and Blood of 


« Chriſt are ſubſtituted inſtead of the natural, 


* Fobnſon. Propit. Oblat. p. 29, 30, 44, 66. 
* Johnſon. Unbl. Sacrif. Part 1. p. 183. Alias, p. 186- 
Compare p. 344: Alias, 349. And p. 176. Alias, 179. 
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_ © and are therefore firſt to be. preſented to the 


© moſt worthy Party in the Covenant, the in- - 


« finite Grantor of all Mercies, and then, in 
«« the next place, to the leaſt worthy Perſons, 
<< or the Grantees, the whole Body of Chri- 
<« ſtian People u. How to make any clear 
Senſe or Conſiſtency of theſe or the like Pf 
tions, I know not; but they ſeem to be embar- 
raſſed with inſuperable Perplexities, 1. The 
Notion of Subhſtitute, as here applied, ap- 
rs unaccountable. The ſacramental Bod 

is ſuppoſed to be ſubſtituted for the natural, 

as to be exclufively an equivalent for it, 


made ſuch conſummate Proxy, Subſtitute, Re- 


preſentative, by the Power and Preſence of the 
Holy Spirit 20:th it, and in it. This is the No- 
tion, if I can underſtand it. And if this be 
the Notion, it is very different from the o No. 
tion of Inſtruments of Inveſtiture, or Deeds 
of Conveyance, ſuppoſed to convey, inſtrumen- 
tally, ſome other thing w, but not to be ſo given 
in lieu of it, as to exclude it, or ſuperſede it, or 
to ſupply the want of it x. The Rights, Pri- 

MENS Jah Sbwy rp 


v Fobnſon. Unbloody Sacrif. Part 1. Pref. to 2d Edit. 
v See my Review. p. 199, 200, 200. 1 
x For, were it ſo, then the inward Part, or Thing fignified 
would not be our Lords Body, but a- fiitious Body given in 
its room: And if made ſuch Body 4a+b/o/utely, by an union with 
the Spirit, it would be more properly the Body of the Spirit, 
than our Lord's Body, from which it is ſuppoſed diſtin : And, 
in this way, the very Idea of our my/fical Union with Chriſt's 
' glorified Bod , would be obſcured, or loſt, and we ſhould be 
| Fat as Aliens from his proper Body; unleſs tuo Bodies of Chriſt, 
(not Sign and Thing, but abſolutely two Bodies, for the Sacr a- 
mental is ſaid to be abſolutely the Body) were given at once 
in the Euchariſt, 5 eee 


18 Te APPENDIX. 
vileges, Honours, Offices, ſo convey'd, are 
fuppoſed go with the Pledges, and not to be 
made up to the Grantee by an equivalent. The 
Pledges (a Ring, ſuppoſe, or Book, or Parch- 
ment, or Staff ) are worthleſs Things in them- 
ſelves, and are valuable only for what accompa- 
nies them, not for what they really 7n:c/o/e or 
rontain. In a word, ſuch Pledges are not ex- 
clufruely given in lieu of the Things which they 
are Pledges of (for then the Party would be no 
richer for them than the bare Pledges amount to) 
but ſuch a manner of Delivery is made in lieu of 
g another manner; and the Pledge and Thing 
= go together y. In the Euchariſt, for Example, 
| Chriſt's crucified Body, and Blood ſhed, (that 
5 is, his Atonement and Sacrifice) are ſpiritually 
eaten and drank, under the Pledges of corporal 
\ Refreſhment: And even the glorified Body is 
received into real, but myſtical Union, _ | 
1 _— = hs 


y See Review. p. 202. N. B. A Thing may be ſaid to be 
given in lieu, or inſtaad of another Thing, two ways: 1. In 
a Senſe exc/ufive ; as when a Stone, ſuppoſe, is given inſtead of 
Bread, or a Serpent inſtead of Fiſh : Where neither the Fiſh, 
nor the Bread are ſuppoſed to be given, nor any thing eq4iva- 
ent. To the fame exc/ufive Senſe belongs the giving Value for 
Kind; as Money, ſuppoſe, inſtead of Hoxſe, or Land: Where 
again neither the Houſe nor the Land is ſuppoſed to be given, 
but an equivalent in Money. 2. But one Thing is alſo faid to 
be given in lieu of another Thing, in an incluſive, or accumulative 
Senſe; as when Deeds are delivered inſtead of an Eftate, which is 
given with them, and by them. Here, in ſtrictneſs, the Deeds 
are not Subſtitutes, or Equivalents for the Eftate : But one Form of 
Delivery, which is practicable and eaſy, is ſubſtituted and ac- 
cepted, inſtezd of Another Form, which the principal Thing 
ven is not capable of. In This latter incluſi ve Senſe, the 
Symbols of the Euchariſt may be called Subſtitutes, but not 


The APPENDIX. 
the ſame Symbols. Thoſe Symbols, with a 
they contain, are not Subſtitutes, in the Senſe 
of Equivalents for the Things, to /uper/ede 
them; but they are 17/truments to convey them, 
and to bring them in effect to us. 2. It is not easy 
1 to explain, how the ſuppoſed Subhſtitutes can be 

any Sacrifice at all to God. The Elements are 
not conceived Subſtitutes of the Body and Blood, 
any otherwiſe than by the Power and Preſence 
of the Spirit. The Elements with the Spirit, 
| (not ſeparate from the Spirit, which alone ren- 
ders them ſo valuable) are ſuppoſed the Sub/tztutes. 
Is the Spirit then ſacriſiced along with the Ele- 
ments? That is ab/urd. But if the Spirit makes 
no part of the Thing ſacrificed, the Value de- 
parts from it, yea, and the Eſſence of the Sub- 
1 for a Body and Blhod, that is, the 
| Subſtitutes, are not {ccrificed, but the Elements 
only. If it be faid, that Grace or Virtue ac- 
companies the Elements, in the preſenting them 
to God, like as in the preſenting the ſame Ele- 
ments to Man; this again is perfectly unintelli- 
gible. We can. underſtand that Pardon and 
Sanctification are preſented to the Communi- 
cants, along with the Symbols: But how Par- 
am and Sanctiſication ſhould be preſented, in 
the way of Sacrifice, to God, is not eaſy to ex- 
plain. 3. I muſt here alſo obſerve, that what- 


ever thoſe Sub/titutes mean, the Baptiſmal Waters 


have as clear a Claim, in that Caſe, as the Eu- 
chariſtical Elements can have: They are as cer- 
tainly ſabſtituted in the Sen ſe of Pledges, and 
in a ſacramental way, as the other can be Gn | 
| E 2 "ps ed 
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to be. But it never was the Intention of 
either Sacrament, that we ſhould, in a /acrifi- 
_ cial way, preſent to God as much, or the fame 
that God gives to us 2. I ſee not the Senſe, or 
the Modeſty of pretending to it. Spirit, Pardon, 
* we may be glad to receive; but we have 
no Pretence, no Power to offer the 
4 in Sacrifice. It is neither practicable, nor 
conceivable; it is mere Confuſion: Which 
Confuſion ariſes, partly, from the want of 1 
ſtinguiſhing between what is in the Elements, | 
from what comes with them; and partly, from i 
the not diſtinguiſhing between the facramental 
View of the Euchariſt, and the ſacrificial; or, 
between the Gifts of God to Man, and the Gfts 
of Man to God. The Elements are in effect 
the Body 20 us, becauſe God gives us the Body 
| by and 401th the Elements: But they are not in 5 
effect the Body ro God; becauſe we do not give [ 
| td God the Fruits of the Body crucified, r 
| the Privileges of the Body g/or: Med. A Man f 
_ have very confuſed Sentiments, who can | 
| e from what we- ., in this Caſe, to 
t we r as a eg er 
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C H A P. III. 
Pointing out ſome ExckssEs in . to our 
8 * s ſuppoſed Sacrifice in the Euchariſt. 
fern hn that our bleſſed Lord of- 
pk his „ Body, that is, the 
con- 


2 Some fach not fe Notion appears more than once in the 


Propitiatory Oblation, P. 27, 43 Comp. Preface to 2d 5 t. = 
| | HOts / 
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conſecrated Elements, as a material Sacrificeinthe 
Euchariſt 2. Now, in the firſt place, I find no 
Scripture-Progf of this Poſition. The Roma- 
niſis, in ſupport of the general Point of a mate- 
rial, or ſenſible Sacrifice, have often taken their 
Tour from Melchiſedeck in Genefis, down to He- 
brews the xiiith and loth. And they have as 
often been purſued, in like Order, by the beſt- 
learned Proteſtants b, and forced out of all their 
Intrenchmente. e e 

The Plea from Hoc Facite, when firſt ſet up, was 
abundantly anſwered by a very learned Romaniſt: 
I mean the excellent Picherelle, who wrote a- 
bout 1 562, and died in 1590. Proteſtants alſo 
d have often confuted it; and the Papiſts them- 
ſelves, ſeveral of them, have long ago given it 
up. The other boaſted Plea, drawn from the 
Uſe of the preſent Tenſe, in the Words of the 
Inſtitution, has been fo often refuted and expo- 

gh 7 20 Cologne oe RR 


DE. = 
Unbl. Sacrif. And Advertiſement, p. 498. Brevint takes notice 
of the like Confuſſon in the Conception of ſome Romanifs upon 
this Article. Depth and Myſt. p. 0. 

* Fohnſon. Unbl. Sacrifice. Part 1. p. 85, 90, 92. Edit. ad. 
Part 2. p. 1, 3, 6, 7, 178, 240, 242. & paſſim. | 
d Chemnitius, Rainoldes, Bilſon, Hoſpinian, Dupleſſis, 
Maſon, Spalatenſis, Montague, Morton, Albertinus, Johan. 
Forbeſius, Brevint, Towerſon, Kidder, Payne. - 
e Picherellus. p. 63, 136. 3 
.. 4 Johan. Forbefius. p. 616. 
Marui. p. 21... ; 
Salnaſius. contr. Grot. p. 444- 
Albertinus. p. 498, 5 ũũ. 
Morton, B. vi. ch. 1. p. 390. 
Tower ſon. 3 ets 
- Brevint. Depth and Myſt. p. 128. 
"Py Bf oy er ens » 
Pfaffins. p 186, 220, 259, 269. 
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b ſed e, that I cannot think it needful to call that 
Matter over again, in an Age of ſo much Light 
and Learning. The faireſt Pretences from Anti- 

quity have likewiſe been again and again fully 
anſwered, moſtly by the ſame Hands. Where- 
fore, let that be my Apology for not taking di- 
ſtinct notice of every particular advanced by 
the late learned Mr. Fobhnſon; who has but lit- 
tle of Moment, which had not been compleatly 
obviated on one ſide (as it had been anticipated 
on the other ſide) long before he wrote in this 
Cauſe. He was indeed a Stranger to what had 
been done; becauſe he had reſolved, and deter- 
mined from the firſt, ſo to be, and held to his 
Reſolution all along; as he frankly declar'd in 
17 14, and again in 1724.f I commend not his 
Rule, nor his Conduct in That particular. Wise 
Men will be always glad to ſee what w/e Men 
have ſaid before them, in any Point of Con- 
troverſy, and will not think themſelves ſo per- 


. 


e Picherellus. p. 62, 138. 

Spalatenſis. p. 78. 

Maſon. p. 614. 

Morton. B. vi. ch. 1. p. 394. 

Albertinus. p. 74, 76, 78, 119. 

Joban. Furbeſius. p. 617. 

Brevint. p. 128. 1 ay? | | 

Kidder, and Payne. | 1 f 

Pfaffius. p. 232, 233. r 

It was my Reſolution from the Beginning, to take my Mea- 
* ſures and Information from Antiquity only, and therefore not to 
look into any of thoſe Books that had been written, either by 
« thoſe of the Church of Rome for their corrupted Sacrifice, or 
„by the Proteftants * it: And J can truly fay, I have moſt 
** firmly and religiouſly obſerved this Rule, which I at firſt pro- 
** poſed to myſelf. Johnſon, Unbl. Sacrif, Pref, Epiſt. p. 39. 
HU. r 
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fectly ſecure againſt miſtaking the Senſe either 
of Scripture, or Fathers, as to need no Coun: 
fellors. to aſſiſt them, nor any Eyes but their 
owns, It was not- right to imagine, that in 
200 Years Time, or nearly, (in a Queſtion 
very frequently canvaſſed by the beſt- learned 
Men) nothing had .been thought on, nothing 
done, towards clearing the Point ; more 
than what a ſingle Writer might do at once, 
with a Bible only and ſome Fathers before 
him. I ſhould not wonder if the ſtrongeſt 
Genius, walking by ſuch a Rule, ſhould 
commit Abundance of Miſtakes in the Ma- 
nagement of a Controverſy of any conſiderable 
Compaſs, or Delicacy, ſuch as this is, But I 

non: | a Fes 

It is certainly of ſome Moment, that ſo learn» 
ed and judicious a Man as Picherellus, (critical- 
ly ſkilled in Scripture and Fathers, and under 


no Bias, except it were to the Romiſb Church, 


in which he lived and died) ſhould fo expreſsly 
and fully declare againſt our Lord's offering any 
Expiatory Sacrifice in the Euchariſt b. It is 
alſo of fome Moment, that the current Opi- 
nion before the Council of Trent, was againſt 
the Firſt Euchariſt's being an exp/atory Sacri- 
fice; and that the Divines of Trent were al- 
_— 4 moſt 


1 Of the Uſe and Neceſſity of conſulting Moderys (as well as 
Ancients) See Review, p. 6, 7, 8, 9. To neglect Moderns, in ſuch 
_ Caſes, is really nothing elſe but preferring one Modern to all the 

xeſt, and claiming to be heard as an Interpreter of Scripture and 

Fathers, at the ſame time refu/ing the like Favour of an Hearing 
to every Interpreter beſides, 13 


b Picherell. p. 134. 
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' moſt equally divided upon that Queſtion ; and 
that it was chiefly Fear of the Conſeguences, ob- 
vious to Proteſtants, which obliged the Council 
to controvert the then current Perſuaſion i, Tt 
is not without its weight, that Fanſenius, Bp. 
of Ghent, who died 14 Years after, was con- 
tent to take in Hpiritual Sacrifice, in order to 
make out ſome Sacrifice in the firſt Euchariſt: 
As to which he judged very right; for, un- 
doubtedly, our Lord fo facrificed in the Eu- 
chariſt, and we do it now. But no proof has 
been given, nor ever can be given, of our Lord's 
ſacrificing the Elements. He might, yea and 
did offer the Elements for Conſecration (which 
is very different from ſacrificing, being done al- 
ſo in Baptiſm) or he might preſent them as 
Signs and Figures of a real Sacrifice, being alſo 
Signs and Figures of real Body and Blood: 
But as they were not the real Body and Blood 
which they repreſented, fo neither were they 
the real Sacrifice: Neither can it be made ap- 
pear that they were any Sacrifice at all. 


| As 
5 See Jurieu. Hiſt. of the Council of Trent, p. 380. 


e Dicendum eft, quod, Chriſtum in Cæna & Euchariſtiz In- 
ſtitutione Sacrificium obtulifſe, primum quidem ſatis eſt ſignifica- 
tum, cum dicitur Cratias egi/e. Gratiarum Actio enim eſt 
guoddam Sacrificium: A qua hriſti Actione Sacramentum Cor- 
poris & Sanguinis Domini habuit nomen illud ab initio Eccleſiæ, 
ut diceretur Exchari/tia. Igitur cum Gratiarum Actio eſt Sacri- 

ficium, & Sacramentum hoc dicatur & fit Eucbariſtia (quod eſt 

Gratiarum Actio) conſequitur ex Chriſti 43ione, & Nomine a 
Chriſti Actione impoſito, Sacramentum Hoc eſſe Sacriſcium. 

« Unde in canone dicitur Sacripcium Laudis: de quo Pfalmiſta 

immola Sacrificium Laudis, &c. Fanſenius. Comm. in Concord' 

Evang. p. 904. 1 | FT” 
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As the Point now in Queſtion has not been 
proved, there is the leſs Occaſion to diſproue it. 
Want of Proof is ſufficient Reaſon for rejecting 
a Poſition, according to the old Rule, hee the 
Proof lies upon him that affirms. However, I 
may, ex abundant, throw in one Reaſon againſt 
it, which may be as good as a Thouſand, be- 
cauſe it is decifive. If the Elements were 
a Sacrifice in the firſ# Euchariſt, as upon the 
Principles lately advanced, then they were gi- 
ven for Remiſſion of Sins; conſequently, were a 
$in-Offering, and an expiatory Sacrifice: Which 
is directly repugnant to the whole Tenor of 
the New Teſtament, every where aſcribing true 
Expiation ſolely to the Death of Chriſt, It is 
in vain to plead, that this other Sacrifice expi- 
ated in virtue of what it repreſented. The Blood 
of Bulls and of Goats repreſented Chriſt's Sacri- 
fice, and expiated, ſo far as they did expiate, 
in virtue of it: Yet St. Paul plainly teaches, 
that it was not poſfible, in the very Nature of the 
Thing, for thoſe ſecondary Sacrifices to take a- 
way Sins l, that is, to make true and fprritual 
Expiation. They might atone (and that in 
virtue of the grand Atonement) for legal Of- 
fences, or typical Sins, and might ſanctify to 


the puriſying of the Fleſh m, procuring ſome " 
temporal Bleſſings, which were Figures and 
Shadows of eternal : But more than that they 

could not do. True Expiation always reſted 
immediately, and folely, in the prime inn 


J Heb. X. 4. 
Mm Heb. IX. 13. 
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=_ | t 
1 And the ſecondary Sacrifices could avail no far- 
: ther, by any virtue whatever, than to ſecondary, 


that is, typical, and temporal Expiation. Now, 
as we have no typical Expiation at all, under the 
Goſpel, nor look for any Remiſſion but what 
is ſpiritual, and pertaining to the Conſcience n; 
it is exceeding plain, that the Remiſſion of the 
Euchariſt reſolves immediately and entirely into 
the prime and grand Sacrifice, and not into any 
ſuppoſed elemental Sin- Offering. Neither in- 
deed is there any ſuch Thing under the Goſpel; 
it being one of the great Goſpel-priviledges to 
have immediate Acceſs to the true Expiation, 
and not to be kept, as it were, at a diſtance 
from it, by the Intervention of ſecondary Sa- 
crifices, or ſecondary Expiations o. 
 _ Such moſt certainly is the Doctrine of Scrip. 
ture, and of all Antiquity: And our own excel- 
lent. Liturgy was altogether formed upon' it. 
Accordingly we never ask Remiſſion on Ac- 
count of any expiatory Sacrifice but Chri/f's 
alone; never conclude our Prayers, (no not 
even in the Communion-Service) through the Sin- 
Offering of the Euchariſt, but thro' Jeſus Chriſt 
our Lord; that is, thro' his Merits, ſolely and 
immediately, and his Sacrifice, not thro any 
Sacrifice of our _ Which would be both 
ſuperſtitious, and profane, © - 
| Tips N a-4r ſee the Senſe of the Au. 
tients, with 2 to the words of Inſtitution, 
Body given and Blood ſhed for Remiſſion Ew, 


Heb. ix. 9. 
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he may turn to Albertinus ?, who produces 
a long Liſt of Antients *, (beſides a multitude 
of Moderns, Schoolmen and Romaniſts r) all 
interpreting the Words, not of the /acramental 
Body and Blood given in the Euchariſt, but of 
the real Body and Blood which were to be given 
upon the Croſs. I may add one more, older than 
any of them, namely Tertullian; who does 
not only ſo interpret the Words, but occaſio- 
nally mentions it as a very great Ab/urdity, to 
interpret the Body given for you, of the Bread 
given: in as much as it would amount to ſay- 
ing, that the Bread was to be crucified for us . 


3 Theſe Things conſidered, we may take Leave 


to conclude, that the Notion of Chriſt's offer- 
ing the conſecrated Elements as a Sacrifice, may 
juſtly be numbered among the .unwarrantable 
Exceſſes of ſome few Moderns, who did not 
well conſider what they were doing. 
II. It is pretended farther, that ſuch Sacri- 
fice of the conſecrated Elements, or ſacramen- 


tal Body and Blood, was our Lord's moft folenn 


Þ Albertinus, p. 78. Compare 74, 119. And Biſhop Morton, 
8 i. part iii. p. 112. B. vi. ch. i. p. 394, &c. Ch. viii. p. 475» 
- 4 Origen, Cyprian, Chryſoſtom, Jerome, Pelagius, Theo- 
dorit, Fulgentius, Ferrandus, Primafius, Pſeud-Ambroſe, Heſy- 
chius, Remigius, Sedulius, Bede, Iſidorus, Claudius Taurinen- 
fis, Haymo, Euthymius, Theophylactus, Anſelm. 318 
_* Aquinas, Hugo Cardinalis, Carthuſianus, Titelmannus, 
Valentia, Salmeron, Si, Janſenius, Cajetan, Vaſquez, Maldo- 
te, Barradas, Suarez, c. | He | 
Si propterea Panem corpus fibi finxit, quia corporis carebat 
veritate ; ergo Pazem debuit tradere pro nobis: Faciebat ad, vani- 
tatem Marcionis, ut Panis crucifigeretur. Tertull. contr, Marc. 
+ ir. 6.482081 7 of res L007. A 
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Ad of bis Melchiſedechian Prieſthood. Indeed, 
to make out this Melchiſedechian Offering, ſome- 
times our Lord's ſacrificing h/mfelf, along with 
the Symbols, is taken int: But I wave the 
Conſideration of that additiona ! Part, at pre- 
"ſent, deſigning to treat of it ſeparately, in the 
next Article. The Sacrifice of the conſecrated 
Symbols, by itſelf, muſt upon the Foot of the 
nem Scheme, be reckoned Melchiſedechian ; as 
well becauſe our Euchariſtical Sacrifice (which 
is not of the natural Body, but of the /acra- | 
mental only) is reputed Melobi ſedechian u, as al 
po becauſe it is ſelf-evident that Melabi ſede did 
not facrifice the natural Body of Chriſt, which 
woas not then in Being, but the /acramental. 
only, if either. If therefore our Lord's Sacri- 
fice of himſelſ, in the ſirſt Euchariſt, be taken 
in, to compleat the mg ſolemn AF, then it 
muſt be ſaid, that he offered #40 Sacrifices in 
the Euchariſt, and both of them Melchiſede- 
chian ; of which I ſhall ſay more below, in the 
Place proper for it. Our preſent Concern is 
only with the Sacrifice of the conſecrated Ele- 
ments, conſidered as a Melchiſedechian Sacri- 
fice, by itſelf, 0 
1 apprehend, that it has not, and that it can- 
not be proved, that Melchiſedek ( fo far as his 
Prieſthood, or the Acts of it are recorded in 
0 Scripture) 


Jͤ a 624060 


„ The Spirit by which they wrote, directed them. to 

4 repreſent our Saviour, as now performing the moſt ſolemn 

« A of his Melchi/ſedechian Prieſthood, and therefore as of- 

4 fering bis Body and Blood to God under the Symbo/s of Bread 
„ and Wine. 14 Unbl. Sacrif. part i. p. 83. alias 86. 
* Johnſon, Unbl. Sacrif. part i. p. 317. alias 322. 
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Scripture) made any expiatory, or any * 
Sacrifice at all. His /acerdotal Function was 
| deſcribed but in part, to make it the fitter Type 
of part of our Lord's Pri eſthood. Other Parts 
of our Lord's Prieſthood were' fufficiently typi- 

ſied by the — — Priefthood : But ſome 

further Type was ftill wanting, to fypify w what 
Aarons Prieſthood could not do. Aaron's typi- 
fied the tranfient Part, the atuning Part; which 

was to be performed, once for all, by our Lord: 
But the abiding, or everlaſting Part, (viz. the di- 
ſtributing the /Jub/equent and permanent Bene- 
fits of that Atonement) was not provided for 
in Aaron's Prieſthood, conſidered as typical 
of our Lord's, but was to be typrfed another 
way; namely, by the Prieſthoad of Melchiſe- 
deck, repreſented no further in , than 
the Reaſon of ſuch Type required. ' Melebifedech | 
therefore was introduced, not as offering any 
Sacrifice of Atonement (That was to be conſider 
ed as previouſly executed) but as conveying, 
or applying, inſtrumentally, the ent 
Bleſſings of that Atonement. This was part of 
the /acerdotal Office: And in reſpect of this 
Part. only, Melchiſedeck was introduced as a 
Prieſt ; to tipify, as I ſaid, the permanent Part 
of our Lord's Prieſthood. Types, at the beſt, 
are but imperfect Reſemblances of their Anti- 
types, or Archi-types : And therefore it is 
no Wonder if our Lord's Prieſthood (a com- 
plicated Office) could not ſufficiently be 
| repreſented, whole and entire, by any Gl 
'Type, but 1 e 9 and of diffe- 
* N 
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rent kinds, to repreſent it 4;tin#ly, as branch- 


ed out into its ſeveral diſtinct Particulars. 


Whoever well confiders in what manner 
Auel, edck is introduced in Geneſis w, and what 


is further ſaid of him by the P/almiſt *, and by 
St. Pauly, will eaſily perceive the Truth of 


what 1 V. Melchiſedek therefore, fo far as he 


is brought in for a Type, did not ſacrifice at all 
(except it were in the ö Hiritual way of Lauds) 
but he inſtrumentally conveyed to Abraham the 
Bleſſings of the grand Sacrifice; like as Chriſtian 
Miniſters now do to the Children of Abra- 
ham, that is, to all the Faithful. 

The antient Fathers, who have aten hide 


wrongfully appealed to in this Matter, by Pa- 


piſts in general, and by ſome Proteſtants, ms 
no more than what I have here ſaid: Tho' 
would be tedious to enter into a detail of 3 


meant, that Melchiſedeck, by a divine In- 


ſtinct a, forſeeing the Sacr + roo of the Croſs, of- 
fered to God, by way of Thankſgiving, a men- 
tal, vocal, manual Re epreſentation, or Figuration 


of i it, by the Symbols of Bread and Wine; and 
A the ſame <a F r conveyed 


= I xiv. I 8. 
* Pſalm cx. 4. | 85 
V Heb. v. 6, 10, 11. vi. 20. vii. e 
2 The Antients referred to on this Article, are Clemens Alex- 
andrinus, Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian, Euſebius, Julius Firmicus, 


Epiphanius, Philaftrius, Anbraſi us, Chryſaſtom, Ferom, Pelagius, 


Aaftin, Edorus Pelufi fota, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodorit, Leo =, 


Magnus, Arnobias junior, Cæſarius of Arles,Caffitdorius, Prina- 
Fut, 16 dorus Hiſpalenſis, Damaſcene, Pſeud-Athanaſius, Pjeuds- 


Cyprianus, Pſeud-Ambro Paſchafius Radbertus, Oscumen ius, 
Th 5 lad, lets pb, 22 and perhaps more. 


id. Eu/e6, demonſtr, Evang. L. v. c. lil. P. 243. 


to 
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to Abraham the ſpiritual Bleſſings of it. This 
I obſerve of thoſe Fathers who make the moſt 
of what Melchi/edeck did: But the Fathers of 
the firſt two Centuries, and a Half, ſay nothing 
expreſsly of his offering to God any thing (whe- 
ther in a ſpiritual way, or otherwiſe) but only 
of his feaſting Abraham and his Family, As 
to the later Fathers, ſome of them ſpeak with 
the ſame Reſerve as the more antient Fathers 
did; others are more explicite: But none of 
them, I conceive, went farther than what 1 
have mentioned. Upon the whole therefore, 
their Teſtimonies are altogether foreign to the 
Point of ſacrificing the Elements, being that 
they were not conſidered as Sacriſices, but as 
Figures of a Sacrifice, and Inſtruments of a 
Thankſgiviug Servicdcde. 
What Mr. Johnſon has pleaded. in favour of 
his Notion, had been ſufficiently obviated by 
Picherell Þ, among the Romaniſts, long before; 
and by many judicious Proteſtants c, after 
him. The fame has been confuted by the 
learned Pfafrus d ſince; as. alſo by the Reve- 
b picherell, p. 116, 135, 333, &c- 5 
Fewell. Anſw. to Harding, p. 425. | 
Peter Martyr, Loc. comm. p. 895. 
i; Bow, Þ--JO0t--- 52. 8 | 
$9 23 P- 272. 
Fr 2 1g 5 672. ad. Ed. 


Fackſon, Vol. ii. p. 955. Vol. ui. 305. 
Morton, Both tf 55 7 8 of ts 
... Brevint, Depth and Myſt. p. 107, &c. 135. 
Outram, p. 228. e 
Kidder and Payne. . 55 „ 
m, Pi. 8 
4 Pfaffius, p. 196, 278, 321, 3e. 
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rend and learned Mr. Lewts, in a ſmall Tract e, 
containing much in a little ; cloſe, clear, and 
judicious, publiſhed in 17 14. 
| The Sum then is, that 6 as Lorda Pare | 

formances in the fr Euchariſt, were ſuch as |} 
Melchiſedeck performed, (by the Accounts which | 
Scripture and Antiquity give of them) they a= | 
mounted only to a fprritual Sacrifice of Lauds, 
a Repreſentation of the Sacrifice to be made upon 
the Croſs, and a Diſtribution of the Benefits and 

_ Bleſſings of that Sacrifice to his Diſciples. _ 
III. It is pretended 2 
only ſacrifice momenta) Bod: 

_ Chariſt, but his natural Body iced 
Both. in the ſame Act f. This Refinement of 
the material Scheme was not thought on ſo. 
far as agency) before 1714, and then hardly. 
ſubmitted to, after much Reluctance, by he 
7 3 aged cont wh. lation the 
| Others on the material Side, whom Mr. Fobr- 

omplained of in 1720 8. However, the 

4 of the Cauſe — now made to depend 
in à great meaſure, upon that Matter of Fad, 

as it is called h) — without Prog, or 

o much as Appearance of Proof; excepting the 
precarious Argument drawn from the preſent 
Tenſe, mentioned above; and except another as 
1588 an p81 arp drawn ire e xvül. 20. 

82 


* Lewis, Anſw. to vad. Sacrif. p. 1 | 

t Jobnſon, Unbl. Sacrif. part i. p 49. 83, 118. Firk Ed. 
_ 50 * 1 BS, . þ 

obnſon, Unbl. Sacrif. ii. — | 

7 7:bufn, Saxon . Þ 56. 3 

. Unbl. Sacrif. part ii; * TW; Tong 
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taken with ſome obſcure Teſtimonies of Fathers; 
which at moſt ow only that our Lord devs- 
ted himſelf in the Euchariſt, or elſewhere, he- 
Fore his Paſſion, to be an expratory Sacrifice on 
the Croſs; not that he facrih ed himfelf, in the 
| expiatory Senſe, before. A Perſon's devoting” 
himſelf in order to be ſuch a Sacrifice, is not. 
performing the Sacrifice, any more than engaging 
0 0 f Thing: is actually doing it i. So ſlen- 
der are the Proofs of this new Notion. But 
let us ſee what Se Hcontradictians and other Ab- 
faraities it contains in it, or carries with it. 
1. It is fuppoſed to be the moſt ſolemn Act 
of the Melebifdecb an Prieſthood ; though it 
is certain, that Lord mas 1 Bo ſo facrificed 
Himel, nor our 's natural Bod or Blood, 
* then exiſting. 4 
2. It ſuppoſes ro expiato Sacrifices made 
by" our Lord in the Euchariſt, one of the a. 
cramental Body, and the other of the real: This 
the Author ſeems to own, thinking he has ſome 
Colour for it, in Hebrews ix. 23. where St. Paul 
( he fays) calls the Offering made by Chriſt 
SR! in the Frey tte en k, As 2 the 
* 


: Of this * Dr. Turns Cbriſtian Eucharift no 10 proper Sacri- 
ice, p. 19, Cc. Field's words in the like Caſe, e appli- 
cable 4 « This proveth not a 0. Sacrifice of F Ch 7 
«© For, his Blood is not poured out, neither is . Aain indeed. 
4 As in the Time of the old Law, if the Prieſt reaching forth 
% his Hand to flay the Beaſt that was brought to be ſacrificed, 
« had been ſo hingred by ſomething . g itſelf, that he 
« could not fa the ſame, he had offered u Sacrifice, but en- 
« Jeavcured only ſo to do, fo is it here. Field, p. WP 

2 engaged ho audio, and the Argument is much h the. 


* * Jubnſo Unbl. Sacrif, part i. Pref, p-. 
F 
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Canftrudtion of that Text, I am content to re- 
fer to Commentators, not ſuſ that ſo for- 
cded and ſtrange a Senſe is at all li RET 15 
many — The Hyporbeſis itſe 
better ſupported, before any ſuch odd Meaning 
of that Text can be admitted But what | 
we do with thoſe two Sacrifices of our Lord's | 
in in che Euchariſt They agree not with the - | 
Words of Inſtitution, this is. my Body : Which 
ſhould rather have run, This is m y Two Bodies, 
my -amental one; and my . And 
ſo likewiſe the words this is my Blood, Then 
again, thoſe tuo Sacrifices, being both epi. 
zory, both given for the Life of the World, 
there — be two Propitiations, two Expiati- 
ons; and we ſhall want to know what was the 
preciſe Value of this, and what of that, and, 
whether they differ d in Value as finite, and 7 in- 
| finite; or whether they were of equal Worth. | 
It is pleaded, that they were both but one 
Oblatian: Which is reſembled to a Deed of Gift, 
where, by delivery. of a Parchment, Lands or 
Houſes are conveyed; and it is farther liken- 
ed to a Man's preſenting to God Houſes, &c. 
5 of Money, . But 
is Account will not tally. 1. Becauſe the 
ſacramental Body i is ſuppoſed to be a compleat 
" Subſtitute m, made fo by the Holy Spirit; which 
therefore muſt be a great deal more than a 
Pledge or Barngſt of * Natural, being itſelf 
wee Chry Wy Hays and inveſted with Los 
pt 8 


C 1 garen La, Pref 57. 
® See above, p. 16. 
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like Power and Eficacy. So here were tus 
Sacrifices of lie Power and Efficacy, and there- 
fore of lite Value, as it ſeems: There were Prin- 
cipal and Proxy, the Thing ifelf and the E Ron 

lent, both together, tho' ch hey mutually ered 
each other n. The firſt of — * ſeems to b | 
ced, in order to make our Lord's two Sacrifices 
look like one Sacrifice and the ſecond, to the end 
that ours, which is but one of the two, and in- 
ely Ali hter, may yet look as conſiderable to 
N 5 Both his 7 were to his Diſciples o. 
But if the e/2mental Sacrifice be conſidered only 
as Gloves or Parchment in Compariſon, notwith- 
ſtanding all its inberent Virtues, and Enrichings 
of the Spirit, then it is not a Subſtitute in t . | 
Senſe contended for, -nor of any conſiderable 
Value; ſo that inſtead of calling it a Subſti- 
tute, or a Sacrifice, we may better call it a 
Sign or ry) M6 our Lord's ion or at 


_ n See above, 

„ 3 are two aher Accounts here tacked 
together, in order to ſerve two different Purpoſes, ſo it is ob- 
ſervable, that different Reaſons, in different Places, have been 

_ aſſigned for calling the Elements the Body: For, when they 
are to be made Szb/titutes, then the Reaſon given for the Name 
of Body, is, that they are in Power and Efes, by the Spirit, 
the /ame with the 2 the very * and Blood which 
they repreſent. Part i. 44 7212. But when it is to be 

| 283 that Chriſt o ered bis natural Body befides, then the 

eaſon why the Elements. are called his Body, is quite another 
Reaſon, viz. Becauſe he offered his natural Body a Sacrifice by 
and under the Elements, as Symbols, or Pledges. See Part ii. 
Pref. p- 2. I may note, t that if the Ja Reaſon were a true one, 
we could have no Pretence now, for calling the Elements his 
Dody; becauſe it is not our Intention to er, under the Symbols, 
our Lord's natural Body as a Sacrifice for the Sins of Men; We 
eannat nn Chriſt our Lord. 
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moſt, a Pledge, Earneft, or Token of our own. 
I here take it for granted, that our Lord's ele- 
mental Sacrifice was, at leaſt, as good as ours 
can be ſuppoſed to be: And if even his was 
but as Gloves, or Parchment (comparatively 
ſpeaking) ours, at this Day, can be no more; 
and if ſo, it does not appear worth the contend- 
ing for, while we have an infinitely better Sacri- 
fice to truſt to, and to reſt our Expiation upon, 


3- There is no more Proof made that our 4 
Lord in the Euchariſt configned his natural | 


Body to be broken, and his natural Blood to 


be ſhed, than that he conſigned the fame to be 
then and there eaten and — It is allowed, 

that what was given for them in the Euchariſt, 
vas alſo given to them; and what was given to 
| them, that they received. If therefore our Lord 
then and there gave his natural Body and Blood 
for them, they then and there received the ſame 

natural Body and Blood: But if He gave them 
not, no Transfer, no Sacrifice was yet made 


- of them. It is argued, if the Bread and Wine 


were, [in the Euchariſt] given t@ God, ſo were 


Cbriſts natural Body — Bhod too: B 0 5 


ſame way of reaſoning, if the Bread and 
were in the Euchariſt given to the Dijeipke, 8 
ſo were Chriſt's ror Body and Blood too. 

T know, it is denied that Chriſt gave his natural 
Body, in ſuch a Senſe, to the Diſciples, becauſe 
of the glaring Abſurdity ; ; and it is pleaded in 
that © e; "I our PER I; the n 

: ko; 


2 on, Unbl. Sacrif. 1. Part i i. p. 12. 
7H be ker e * - 
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 faid not one Word of his natural Body t. But 
why then is it pretended, from the fame Hſti- 
tution, that he * his natural Body to 
God as a Sacrifice? If our Lord's Silence, as 
to his natural Body, is an Argument that it 
was not then given to the Di/ciples, the fame 
Silence is as good an Argument to prove that 
it was not then given for them to God: Or if 
any Words of the Inſtitution prove that the na- 
tural Body was then given for them, the ſame 
Words will equally prove, that it was alſo then 
given to them, and received by them; and orally 
too, according to the Hypotheis which I am 
here examining. To be ſhort, upon the Prin- 
ciples advanced to ſu 7 51 the material Sacri- 
fice, it moſt evidently follows, either that the na- 
tural Body was not given to God, in the ſinſt Eu- 
chariſt ; or if it was, that it was Iiterallj given 
to the Diſciples alſo, and orally received by them. 
IV. Another Paradox, relating to this Head, 
is, © That our Saviour Jaid down bis Life, when, 
«© by a free Act of his Will, he did give his 
« Body and Blood to God, in the Euchariſt *, 
It might as ly, and with as much Propriety 
de ſaid, that he was cruciſted at the Table, or 
died at his laſt Supper. But the Author, I pre- 
ſame, being ſenſſble that where our Lord laid 
 downhis Life, there he ſacrificed himſelf, and ha- 
 ving conceived that the Sacrifice of bimjelf ſhould 
Sev Brett's Diſcourſe on the Buthaitt, Pref. p. 16. Auna 
* Pe Tabu, Pare prey 
obn/on, Part ii. p. 7,04 e. l. 
en 
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- pptothis particular Cafe, becauſcourbl 
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ü performed in the Eucbariſt, and there only; 
he was under a kind of Nalin of e 
ing (purſuant to his other Principles) that our 
Lord lard down bis Life in the Exchariſt, The 
Love of Chriſt towards us is ſometimes expreſsd 
by his laying down his Life for us u; and oftner 
by his dying * for us: Which (beſides the general 
Uſe of the Phraſe of laying down one's Life) is a 
more ſpecial Argument with reſpect to this Caſe, 
that the Phraſes are here equivalent. Let it be 
ſaid then, that Chriſt was crucified, ſiain, gave 

the Ghoſt, or reſigned his Spirit in the Eu- 
ariſe + Ladees Indeed, they may any of them be as 
reaſonably aſſerted, as that he literally /acrificed 
himfelf in #<- Euchariſt. 5 

Another learned Writer, on the ſame Side, * 
chuſes rather to fay, that our Lord laid drum * 


Life, when he e jet wo he Bong of 1 


Soldiers y ; which was after his laſt Su 
ifanyPerſon would undertake to j ji chow w= 
Conſtruction of the Phraſe, he oy 
le to ſnew, that any one 5 
been aid to have laid down his 796 without dy- 
ing, or before he died. And yet if any ſuch Exam- 


ple could be produced, 24 * ny _ 


at the very laſt Moment, when he refigned * 
Soul, had it in his Power to reſcue Hy from 


Ve B, a8 well as he had Power to. raiſe the 
* OOO OY 


| at 

Liv. 1 av. q 
„Theft. . td. 97 2 | 5-2 Oo * 
y Bret's Aue. „ Pin ler 675, ps 
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Inſtant when he laid it din of himjelf'*, Con- 
deſcending to ſuſpend his divine Power, or the 
Exerciſe of it. But I ſhall have another Oc- 
wi Mr 1 rue 
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Pointing out ſine EXCESSES in relation 
to the SACRIFICE OF THE 


[HE See, of the Or is focmomen- 
1 tous an Article of the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion, that we have great Reaſon. to be jealous 


2 


of any Attempt either to overturn it, or to 


undermine it. No ſuch Thing was ever for- 


mally attempted, that I know of, by any Di- 
vines of our Church, before 1718, when the 
ſecond Part of Unbloody Sacrifice appeared. The 
Author himſelf, in his fi Part, had owned 
in words. at leaſt ; tho he then ſeems to have 
ſcrupled, in ſome meaſure, the Uſe of the Phraſe, 
JJ eine RR. 3 
Jobnſen, Unbl. Sacrif. Part i. p. 12, 66, 68, 95. 1ſt Edit. 
| B. Dr. Hickes all along owned the Sacrifice of the C. 
(Chriſt. Prieſth. Vol. i. p-.105.) So. likewiſe Mr. Ze/ie, and Mr. 
Scandret, p. 4, 8, 157. Dr. Breft alſo, as late as 1713, which 
_ by his Sermon on the Kc 9 Altar, &c. p, 18, 19. 
o he adopted Mr. Johnſon's new Notions in on belore 1720, 
Diane, tc. p. %9ũ99. 8 
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ad. to have been looking out for ſome evaſive 
Conſtruction to put upon it. Afterwards, in 
ſome Places he order d Mactation to be read for 
Sacrifice b, or for Oblation: And Mactation, 
at a Eng, became his uſual Expreſſion for what 
the Sacrifice of the Croſs. Let us exa- 
mine his Reaſons, or Motives for this ſo i impor- 
tant a Change in Chriſtian Theology. | 
I. His firſt Scruple ſeems to have been what 
he had hinted in the fr Edition of his fir 
Part, where he ſays, By /acrificed on the Croſs, 
«we muſt then mean, that he was larn as an 
* expiatory Victim, and not that he offered 
* himſelf as a Melchiſedechian Prieſt; for he 
«* declares, that he did this in the Eucbariſi. 
« For this, ſays he, is my Body given to God 
for you ©. He adds afterwards, It cannot 
be proved, that the W in ig nl _ 
Bloody Sacrifice 4 is Pretence is 
flight ; ' becauſe it cannot be proved, 58 | 
thing faid in Genefis, or any other part © 
ture, or by Antiguity, Univirſabty 40 G Com- 
ſent, that Melchijedek ſacrificed Bread at all, or 
that he did any thing more ( fo far as he is 
brought'in for a Type) Fri what amounted to 
the Prefiguration Fe the grand Sacrifice, and an 
inftrumental Corveysnce of the Bleſfngs of it ©. 
However, as it is certain from Scripture, con- 
__ wY a+ e 8 . 


1 ge ſecond Par p LY 
*P.i 
© © See . Ab. 5 a6 60 
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that our Lord did offer himſelf a Sacrifice an 
the Croſi, and that our Lord Was not a Dig 
of any other Order but the Order of Melchs 
dck, it moſt evidently. follows, that ſuch. ! 
Sacrifice was ſo far Melchiſedechian, was an 40 
of That Prieſthood which was altogether Mel. 
chiſedechian, and not Aaronical*.:. 5 the fri&- 
eft Senſe, no material Sacrifice, bloody or 1 
bloody, no a&ve Sacrifice at all (excepting the 
Sacrifice of Lauds) can be Melgbiſedaabian; for, 
Melchiſedek, as a | 90 2 * offered nothing but 
Lauds to God, an 277 inge to Cs un- 
der viſible Signs: But as our Lord's Prieſthood 
was entirely Melchz/ zdechian, and, contained the 
atoning as well as benedidfory Part, it 3s manifeſt 
that even the Atonement, ſo conſideręd, was 
Melchiſedechs an, as oppoſed. to Aaronical, In 
| ſhort then, it muſt not be faid: that our Lords 
Sacrifice was bloody, and therefore, not Melchi- 
ſedechian ; but it was Melchiſedechian,” though 
bloody s, becauſe it was our Lord's, who was 
of no other rieſtly Order but the Order of 
Melchi edek. SEL is a poor Thought of the Ra, 
maniſis, and it is WE by Dean Bre- 
vint n, that Bread and Wine are nece — 
ee elchiſeds 


24 


md} aff anion tos bee 
„B 4 71 l, Ren en e 
© N, B. It cannot 1 * reaſonably Joubted — Mkr ndr 
offered bloody | , after the way of the antient Patriarchs : 
Only, That part of his Priebe was not mentioned; as there, 
was no need to mention it,! finde the Zenedifory Part of his 
Prieſthood was all that the Type intended was concerned i * as I 
before intimated. L 


* Brevint, Depth WIT 8 P · 116,107, 15. 


* 
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Prieſthood: For, as the Notion is founded in 
Error, ſo it terminates in Abſurdity. Our Lord 
had no Brend to offer on the Croſß; neither has 
be any Bread or Wine to offer in Heaven, 
where he intercedes as a Prieſt in virtue of his 
Sacrifice once offered, and es. as a Prieſt, and 
abideth a Prieft continually i. But I proceed. 
2. The firſt and main Scruple againſt the 
Sacrifice of the Croſs being thus fires and 
confuted, there will be less Difficulty with the 
_ reſt, which are lighter, and which appear to 
have been invent 
other. A ſecond Scruple is, that our Lord could 
not, while alive, offer =_ it were under Sym- 
bols) his Body and Blood, as . er ly jepa- 


rated ; becauſe it 1 that any 
| flowed from him, till the Soldier pierced him; 
0 bay it of > obable, that the Nai! þ filed the 
| Orifces, that no Blood could. iſſue thence k. 
| venture to leave this ingenious Specula- 
1 5 I 
acrifice ' of the Crofs, it is 


ole it, © is to render the 
F Chrif a bhody one indeed; fo 
. to Pu- 
0 rity of any Sort, till Bling one's ſelf be e- 

* fteemed a Virtue l. The fame Argument, 
as lately revived by another Gentleman, runs 
thus: i He could not offer himfef a Sacrifice in 


% any other mannef ths 7 by Symbols or Re- 
® projetatives: For, 7 in any 
] Hebr, vi 


eee tg.” 
eſe, Ut Sl, part i: p. 70. 


"to wait upon the | 


DIX. 43 
might have been 


Ame APP E 
_ © ner „pur bimſelf to Death, | 


* too juſtly accuſed of Self-murger n. Sor 


1 am, that any thing of this kind, tho only 
in the way of Argument, ſhould drop from 
ſerious and relig ous 12 : And I was in 
ſome doubt with myſelf, whether I could pru- 
dently or reverently repeat it, tho in order only 
to confute it. But who can any longer bear 
to have that moſt precious Sacrifice, upon which 
all our Hopes and all our Comforts depend, 
treated in a manner far from becoming it? 
Why As 1 Is lying 0 his Life, be ſo 
invidiou injurioully Cc tting hi 
fo ee To refign 98" * Life, 8 1 5 
to Death, is one thin ag a e 
| | == is quite another, differin — 
obedience os p Obedience. Fut tho he 
Was obedient, in ſubmitting to . 
bleed, 257 4 for us, it does not e . 
low, that he exerciſed no A# of offering, 
that he made no active Sacrifice on the Vo. 
It was his om Choice to ſubmit to the Will of 
his Enemies, and his chu/ing ſo to fuffer, ſo to 
be paſſive, for the Honour of God, and the 
Salvation of Men, was the diuingſ Act and Ex- 
erciſe of true Piety and Philanthropy. It was 
active Virtue, as all I Chis, ET todo, or to 
Fg Pip wa my rt _ tuffer). 


= Brett's Auf 10 Thin hoe. 66. Ons might here make 
uſe of Terialliew's Argument again Mor cion (cited above, p.2 7 
with a very little change. If our Lord made for himſe 
az of Bread, to, be facrificed,.. becauſe; he could nod offer - 
” himfelf in any other manner than by: Symbs/s, then was 
Bread given. en for the Liſs e, World and Bread ſhould 
<= have been Xi for us. 1 | 


aſks) is equally a&ive, an Alt of the Will, 
and a Wort n. He thus aftively oftered, on the 
Croſs, his Body, his Blood, his Soul, his Life to 
God; chuſing not to ill, but to be Killed; not 
to ſlay, but to be lain: And by ſuch A# of Sub- 
miſſion and Reſignation to the Will of God, 
he made himſelf. a voluntary Sacrifice, in his 
Death, for the Sins of Mankind. This is the 
plain Doctrine of the Goſj I, which every one 
that runs may read: And it is confirmed 

as early, as univerſal, and as conſtamt a Tradi- 
tion for fiſteen Centuries, or more, as any Point 
of Chriſtian Doctrine whatſoever ; from Barna- 
bas; Clemens, and Ignatius o, down even to So- 
cinus of the XVIth Century. It would be te- 
dious to enter into the detail of Authorities; 
neither can it, I preſame, be neceſſary. I ſhall 
only hint farther, that from the third Century 
ad do downwards, har f oped e 4 Has 5 


F4 5 a 85 j 8 1 5 
* 1 g 
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er underſtood 'a#ive add 24 ve, as well 28 | hott can 
to: And he ſcrupled not to call our Lord's paſſive O be- 
ience, 4 Work: Hoc ipſum opus, quod voluntarie paſtonem ſuſti- 
Avi Se. See above, p. 6. The arguing from the word pati. 
ent, or paſſive, in this Caſe, is only playing _ an e | 
| Name, and committing: a Fallacy. - | 
© Barnabas, Ep. ch. vii. p. 21. Coteler. - 
Jun. Rom. Epiſt. i. c. xllilx. 
Nnatius ad Epheſ. c. ii. 
„ Origen, Tom. ii. 17 220. conf. rhe, 53, 62. Bened. Edit. 
Euſebius de Laud. conſtant. 765. ant. 
Hieronym, Tom. ii. part ii. tho? Tom: iti. 384. "Bend. 
Ambroſius, Lom. i. 995, 1002. Tom. ii. 1054. Ed: Bened. 
Cybrgſeſtom, Tom. ii. 403, 404. Bened. Ed: in Heb. 839. 
Augustinus, Tom. iv. 211, 1565. Tom. v. Append. 273. 
om. viii. 820. 


Leo Magn. Tom. i. 251, ak i 6p, 276, 2 VEN. | 
Fenant. Fortunat. Hyma de FX K 655 V 
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che current Lang yo! One certain Argument, 
among many, that the Sacrifice was ſuppoſed 
to be made pon 55 Croſs. And ſuch alſo is 
the Language of the Greek, and Oriental Li- 
turgies. - 
It is very wrong to ſuggeſt, that our Lord 

was merely paſſive in laying down his Life, be- 
cauſe Nature was ſbent, and becauſe he had 
been half dead before, and the like r; as if any 
Violence of Death could have wrefted his Soul 
from Him, the Lord of Life, as it may ours. 
Our older and better Divinity: may be ſeen in 
the learned and judicious B p- Bilin, who con- 
firmed the fame both by Scripture and Fathers. 


It ran thus: © The Conjuntie of the human 


<« Nature with the divine, in the Perſon of 

„ Chriſt, was ſo faſt and ſure, that neither Sin, 

4 © Death, nor Hell, aſſaulting our Saviour, could 
* make any Separation, no not of his Body : 

% But he himſelf, of his ows accord, muſt put 

4 off his earthly Tabernacle, that dying for a 
« Seaſon, he might conquer Death for ever. 

* And fo the laying down his Life was no im- 
by nas Puniſhment, nor forcible-Invaſion of 

eath upon him, but a voluntary Sacrifice 

« for Sin, rendred unto God for our ſakes 8. 


Tis Doctrine er Bihon ary againſt * 


ſome 


q Jacob, Liturg. p. 35. Fabric. . 
Baſil, Liturg. copt. p. 24. Renaud. 
Gregorii, Liturg. oopt. * 37. conf. 46. 
Baſilii, Liturg. Alex. p. 83. 
ore orii, Liturg. p. 120, 121, 123. 

8 Syr. Jacob, p. 22. 
uſem part ii. p. 69, 70. 
2 15 r Vile, Full 1 p. 0 
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5 ſome- rigid Calvinite of his Time; who main- 
tained the contrary t for the Support of ſore | 
other fol# Principles. But I return. 

The Author of Unbloody Sacrifice, tho he 

By had argued before, ſeveral ways, aga inſt the Sa. 
. erifice- of the: Croſs, yet retreated. » at length to 

this: © I do not, nor ever did deny, that Chriſt | 

9 offered bimfelf on the Croſs ; but I declare, I |} 

cannot prove it from &. 'z ſo that if it 

e be true, I leave it to be by Trad.. 

« ton”, How hard of Belief in this high Ar- 
ticle, when it is undeniable that Scripture (taken 
in the Senſe of the Fathers of the firft, ſecond, 
and following Centuries) dies prove it ; and when, 
. 1 that * 
ang to s, 02077 and Ort 
y ay whoſe Opimiant fink 2 the Standard of 
bn Ag! gf. Cri But we need not 
Fathers in _ _— nor re y thing 
Sr. exts, nr efugece Reaſon, 
The Prophet Iſaiab our Lord as 

wounded for our Tronfer „ and bruifed r 
our Iniquities, and making his Soul an Offering 
4 5 Where but on the Cros? " wh. 

his laſt Supper, where he was neither wounded, 


His 3 out 
out Wine, 


bis Soul unto Death (not his 


or pouring out Promiſes, or n 17 


” Biſhop Bilan, ibid 8 
1 Jebel, Sax. Ef ir pref. p. 58. 
14 5 Unbl. Sacrif. _ P 12. alt 2 * 
fa.li. 7 Sour = 


. APPENDER 


the ame Prophet made the 1 
| derable . A le 

Where our Lord bare our Sins. (a far cio | 
Phraſe) there moſt certainly he made his Sacri. 


fice : Now, St. Peter ex ey tells ts; that he 


bare our Sins in his own Body, on the Tree a; not 
in his /acramental Body, or at the Communion- 
1 ways 9:0 oy is Nr the 
me Text, that not made the expzatory 
Sacrifice in the Euchariſt: For if he had, he 


could have had none of our Sins to bear in 


his Body on the Croſs; neither indeed would 
bis Deacb have been neceſſary to our Redemp- 
tion, being lng . by the Euchariſtical Re- 
miſſion, and by the Atonement then made. 
| Where Peace was purchaſed, where 8 
tion and Reconcihation were perfected, there 
may we look for the Sacrifice of Peace, Re- 
AS and Reconcilement. Now, St. Paul 
fy pany y, that he made Peace. through. the 
of his 'Croh, (not thro' the Blood ef his 
Holy Table, whether ſacramental, or natural) 7a 
—— 5 all Thi ngs, &c,* Again, we were re- 
conciled to God by the Death of his Son Þ, and 
reconciled unto God by the Groſs e: Not by the 
Eucbariſt of his Son, not by the Co rape” 
Table. We were redeemed by his Blood® ; 
made nigh oy the Bhod of * e, ; and ſand? jet 


* Is. li. 13. 
2 1 Pet. ii. 24. — 12. 
Coloſſ. i. 20. ö 
b Rom. V. IO, 
e Eph. ii. 16. 
4 Revel. v. 9. 
1 ii. 13. 
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40% by his Blood: : Not in the Euchariſt, where 


7 no Blood was ſbed, except it were in Effie 3 


neither will ſuch ſacramental Shedding anſwer 
St. Paul's meaning, where he fays, that with- 
out ſhedding of Blood there is no Remiſſion s. A- 

gain, it is ſaid, Chriſt apppeared fo put away 
Sin by the SACRIFICE of HIMSELF: 


And as it is appointed unto Men ONCE TO 4 | 


DIE——S$o Chriſt was ONCE OFFERED 
to. bear. the Sins of many, &c.> Where it is 
plain, that he was to put away Sin by /acri- 
.  ficing him 10355 h and that, by dying; as appears by 

the Similitude immediately following; As it is 
appointed unto Men once to die, ſo Chriſt was 
> a offered, viz. in his Death : Otherwiſe the 
el will not anſwer. It is in vain to fay, 
wa the Offering was previous to his bearing 
our Sins: For, * Prophet Jaiab expounds 
his N. his ' Soul an Offering for Sin, 
by his pouring ou? bis Soul unto Death, 80 
that his being offered to bear, muſt mean, that 
he was offered on the Croſs, where he was to 
pour out his Soul, that upon the Jame Croſs he 
might bear our Sins, Sc. | 

More might be added, but I forbear to pro- 
ceed farther in ſo plain a Point, ſo firmly 
grounded on Scripture, and fo fully eſtabliſh'd 
oy Antiquity, Univerjality and Conſent ; Con- 

t of the Chriſtian Churches from the Be- 
ginning, down to this Dur. wa 


4k 

ann is, 12, 13, 14- - 
8 Heb. ix. 22. 
TEE. 
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- 4. It was go goin ing greatLengths, to ay,” mk 
6 humbly declare my Opinion, that it is im- 
«.pofiblet to eſtabliſh the Doctrine of Chriſt's 
ec Body and Blood being a real Sacrifice, 
tt any "other Arguments but thoſe by whicl 
© we prove the Euchariſt to have been inſti- 
<« tuted a Sacrifice by our bleſſed. Saviour k, 
Whatever might be the Fate of this particu» 
ar, much'difputed Notion of the Euchariſtick 
rifice, one Thing is certain; and will be 
readily allowed by every conſiderate Man, that 
the os and ungue/tionable Doctrine of the 
real Sacrifice, ought never to be put upon a 


Level with it: Neither ought it to have been 


ſo much as ſuggeſted, that there is any Ground 
for ſo ſtrange a Compariſon, It was obliging 
Socinians too far, to raiſe any Doubt or 
Queſtion about the Certainty of the Sacrifice of 
the Croſs : But to throw out broad Innuendos 
beſides, that it ſtands upon 10 better, or na 
other Foundation, than the materia} Sacrifice, 
the material and expiatory Sacrifice of the Eu- 
chariſt ; what is it but. betraying the Chriſtian 
Cauſe into the Hands of the Adverſaries? For, 
if they may reaſonably urge (or cannot reaſons = 
ably be confuted, if they do urge) that ſuch 
material and expiratory Sacri "bong is a Novelty 
of Yeſterday, ſcarce thought on before the daræ 
Ages of Superſtition, which made uſe of mate. 
rial Incenſe for like Purpoſes ; ſcarce ever ſeri- 
ouſly maintained by any of the We . before the 

a: XVIth 


3 ale, Sax. Laws, Pref. p. 54. v FO? part. Pref. 
P. 1» 2. | 
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ral alſo, (which is abfurd) or elſe to facrifice 


the Roma- 
niſts never admitted, in either part, by Prot 2 | 


XVIth Century, and then only by the 


by many of them; never taught (as now taught) 
before the XVIIIth Century, and then by a 
ſingle Writer only, for ſome Time: I fay, if 
the Sycimans may reaſonably urge the Premiſbs, 


the Concluſion which they aim at, is given 
them into their Hands: And fo at length this 
indiſcreet Zeal for an imaginary Sacrifice of the 
Euchariſt (not capable of — can ſerve 
only to perplex, darken, or deſtroy the real one 
I thought to go on to Two Chapters further, 


pointing out more Exceſſes and Inconſſtencies 


of the new Scheme. There is one which 
particularly deſerved to be mentioned; the 


precarious Conſequence drawn from our Lord's 
ſuppoſed Sacrifice in the it Euchariſt, to 
our Sacrifice in the reſt, built only upon this, 
that we are to do what Chriſt did m: An 


Argument, which if it proves any thing, 
proves that we are to do all that Chrift is fup- 
poſed to have done by way of Sacrifice; that is, 
to ſacrifice his ſacramental Body, and his natu- 


our. 
1 The chief Advocate for the new Syſtem ſays, « It is no 


% {mall Satifuttion to me, that the Sacrifice of the Euchariſt, 


« and the per ſonal Sacrifice of Chriſt, do reſt upon the ſame 


« Foundation, and ſtand or fall together. Johnſon, Unbl. Sacr. 


pur 13. Pref. p. 1, 2. To which it is ſufficient to ſay, God for- 

id 1 The perſonal Sacrifice of Chriſt ſtands upon the Rock of 

Ages : The other (in his Senſe of it) is built upon the Sand. 

2 2 Unbl. Sacrif. part i. p. 50, 91. Alias, 51, 94. 
abnſon, part ii. p. 10. | | 


The APPENDIX. 37 
ourſekves under Symbols, as our Lord ſacrificed 
Himſelſ, which will not ſerve. the Purpoſe of 

the material Scheme, One way, the Argument 
| proves too much, and the other way 700 little; 
and fo neither way will it anſwer the End de- 
ſigned. I am aware, that ſome will tell us, 
what the Argument ball prove, and what it 
ſhall not prove n. But who will give a Diſputant 
leave to draw Conſequences arbitrarily, not re- 
gulated by the Premiſes, but by an Hypothe/is, 
which itſelf wants to be regulated by Reaſon 

I have not here room to enter farther into 
this Matter: Theſe Papers are already drawn 
out into a Length beyond what I at firſt ſuſpect- 
ed. I hope, my Readers will excuſe my ſtop» 
ping ſhort in this IVth Chapter, and faving 
both myſelf and them the Trouble (perhaps 
unneceſſary Trouble) of Two more, It is of 
uſe in any controverted Points, to obſerve what 
Exit they are found oy when purſued = 


n John ſon, part i. p. 96, 122. Alias, 99,126, 

D 2 p. 136. N. B. The Sum of what is 
pleaded on that Side, when carefully examined, will be found to 
amount only to this: We are to do tobat Cbriſt did, ſo far as 
ſerves the new Sylem: But we are not to do what Chrift did, fo 
far as diſſrves it. Do this, ſhall be an Argument, when and 
where it makes for it: Do this, ſhall be no Argument, when or 
where it makes againſt it. It is obſervable, that the words this do, 
in the Inftitution, come after the words, take, eat, this is 
Body, and therefore manifeſtly relate, not merely to the ſacerdo- 
tal Miniſtration, but to the whole Action, or Actions both of 
Prieſt and People. The 5/e/ing, the breaking, the pouring out, 
the diftributing, the receiving, the cating, and the drinking, 
are all comprehended in the words, this do. All thoſe Actions 
are ſhewing forth the Lord's Death, (i Cor. xi. 26.) for a Remem- 
brance, or Memorial of him. ET” | 


* 
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dhe utmoſt. There were ſufficient Reaſons be- 
fore, againſt a material Sacrifice, conſidered in 
its beſt Light, as purely Grutulatory, or Eu- 
thariſtical: And there were more and 3 
againſt the ſame conſidered as expiatory, or 
fropitintory'; Reaſons, I mean, from Scripture, 
und Antiquity, and from the Nature of Things: 
But the Managers for the material Cauſe 4 
now lately furniſhed us with a new Argument 
againſt it, by ſhewing us, that after all that can 
de done for it, it has really mo Exit, or ſuch 
as is worſe than none; ; while it terminates in 
various Tncon/ftencies, and Incongruities; and not 
only fo, but is contradictory alſo to ſound 
Doctrine, particularly, to the momentous Do- 
erine 1 the Sacr; a of the Ga,” 


A brief 


w 2 vo = 1 Fi ** "I n A 
The * 4 * N [4 wp * * 5 4 ts » * 
ü > # 5 | 4 a * 0 YC 

"2607 "his . au. X Ye ae. * — _ * a 
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A brief gal. 5 e Mr. is. Nbg, $ . 
ſtem, ſhewing what it is, and by. 
what Steps he might be led1 inte if. : 


1 E firſt Thing in en, laſt in 
Execution, was to proye, chat t he 
N | Goſpel-Miniſters are proper. Priefts,.. 

"Pro r Prieſts muſt have a proper Sacri- 
£ 25 erefore ſome Medium mh to be 
tho on, to prove a proper Sacrifice, parti- 
— 4 in the 2 a ” - 
$ A prevailing Notion, or vulgar Preind Hee | 

had ſpread among many, for a Century or 
more, that no Sacrifice could be proper, but a 
materjal one; Therefore Pains were to be taken 
to prove the Euchariſt a material Sacrifice. 

4. But as material Sacrifice carried no Ap« 
pearance of Dignity in it, looking too h and 
mean for an ævangelical Prieſthood to ſtand upon; 
therefore ways and means were to be uſed to 
raiſe ſome Eſteem of it : Spiritual Sacrifice was 
be depreciated, and waterigl to be magnified, 
Hence, as it ſeems, aroſe the Thought of en- 
riching the Elements with the Spirit; 4 
ing from the * Part 9 the Eucharit 
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-— ci _—_— and advance the ſacrificial. And 
now the Scheme appeared with a better Face. 
5. Nevertheleſs, if our Lord in the original 
Euchariſt did not facrifice the Elements, it could 
not reaſonably be ſuppoſed that we do it now, 
and ſo Things would not tally : Therefore it 
was found neceſſary to aſſert, that he alſo /acri> 
ficed the Elements, as his ſacramental Body ; 
and thereupon Reaſons and Authorities were to 
be ſearched out for that Purpoſ . 
6. Still there was a weighty Objection re- 
maining, 4v/z. that Scripture ſpeaks often of 
Chriſt's offering Himſelſ, but never once of 
his offering in Sacrifice the Symbols : To re- 
move which Difficulty, it was thought beſt to 


fay, that he offered Hye in the Euchariſt, but 


by and with the Symbols. An After-thought, 
and not well comporting with former Parts of 
7. But there was ſtill another Difficulty, a 
t one; namely, that our Lord, accord- 
ing to the Accounts of the New Teſtament, 
facrificed himſelf but once: Therefore, either 
he did it not in the Eucbariſt, or not upon the 
Croſs, To remove this Difficulty, it ſeems to 
have been reſolved, to give up the Sacrifice of the. 
Croſs, and to retain only the Sacrifice of the Eu- 
charift : And fo the Scheme was compleat. 
Having thus given a Sketch of the Syſtem in 
the Analytical way, it may now be eafy to 


© throw it into the Synthetic, thus: 


1. Chriſt our Lord made a perſonal Sacrifice 
of himſelf once; either in the Euchariſt, or on 
the Croſs, e | $7 

: 2. It 


B. A PP E DI * 
2. It cannot be proved to have been an the 
Cros, but there are divers Reaſons againſt the 
Suppoſition ; therefore i it muſt nave been in the 


Euchariſt, 
3. Ne facrificed himſelf in the Euchariſt, 
under Symbols, ſacrificing the Symbols toge- 
ther with Himſeff : Otherwiſe we could have 
no Pretence now for facrificing the fame Sym- 
bols. 

4. The Chriſtian Church, after his Exam- 
ple, facrifices the Symbols, but not Him. 

185 Therefore the Church has a material Sa- 
critice., ** 
6. Therefore the Church offers a proper $a- 


CTrifice. 


7. Therefore the Go re are pr 
Prieſts, ſacri 12 Pri Which was = be 


proved, 


Nov, m n 8 upon the Whole 
is, that if the learned Author gp taken ſpirt- 
| tual Sacrifice for his Medium, inſtead of M. ate 
rial, he might not only have avoided many 
Perplexities, and no ſmall Number of Miſtakes, 
but might alſo have come at his main Point 
juſtly and regularly, in conformity with Scrip- 
ture and Antiquity. He might have proved 
that Chriſtian iniſters are Prieſts in as high 
| po. as a Senſe as any before them have 
(Ori) on nly excepted) authorized to ſtand 
— — ier e God and his People, and to 
bleſs in God's Name, and to execute all other 
Jacerdotal Functions, but in a more ſiritual and 
84 heavenly 


* _— 
& 
— 
? . 2 


0 | beavenly way 
hich detracts not at all from the P 


| d its Value and Excellency, and ſhews it to be 
of ſuperior - Dignity to any real or . 
Prieſthood, either of Jeus, of 
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OBLATIONS. in the Euchariſt, 
Previous to eee 


or . ubſequent. 


What is Previous, goes under the Nag Ante- 
Oblation : Yhat is Subſequent, Ja 4 
| ie Nome 7 kes ee 2 5 


18 Of we A fue Obi, 


. HE Aire. Oblurien r — Pang s or 
three Views, as here follows 
1. There is a preſenting to God Alms for the 
Poor, and Oblations for the Uſe of the Church. 
The material Things are Gifts o Men: The 
benevolent Ack, or Work, is a Gift, or Sacri- 


ice unto God. St. Paul points out this Di- 


ſtinction, where he teaches : To do good, and to 
communicate, are fuch Sacrifices as God is well- 
pleaſed with a, The benevolent Services are the 
Sacrifice; not the material Money, or Goods, 
_ This Diſtinction is further confirmed by the 
common Ciſtom of Speech ; which ſhews what 
the common Ideas are. Alm [rn is Alms- 

| Med 


' Hebr, xiii, 46, 
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| deeds) make an Atonement for Sin: A true 
and a proper Expreſſion, underſtanding Atone- 
ment in a qualified Senſe, But who would fay, 
that Money makes an Atonement? By Bounty 
and Charity God is appeaſed : The Propoſition 
is true, and the Expreſſion proper. But can 
we fay, that by Siber and Gold. God is ap- 
ſed ? No certainly. And why cannot we? 
auſe it would be confounding Ideas: For,even 
in common Language, expreſſive of the com- 
mon Ideas, the Service is the Gift to God, noet 
_ the material Thing, 
2. There is in the Euchariſt, a e to 
God. (virtually at leaſt) an Acknowledgment of 
God's being Creator and Giver of all good 
Things; as Jreneus intimates b. Tertullian 
extends it to Both Sacraments c: inaſmuch as 
the religious Uſe of Water in Baptiſm, carries 


in it a facitę Acknowledgment that Water | is a2 


ae of God. 

3 There is alſo a preſenting of the Elements 
to. God, for Conſecration : Which | is Common 
to Both Sacraments. For, in Baptiſm, the 
Waters are ſo preſented, and for es A 0 
= Miri Parades, 1 | 


. 5 Of the Pot-Obletion.. | 


The Poſt-Oation, otherwite called comme. 
end may likewiſe be conſidered under 
three Vs eur, or 8 ee three Parts. 


Ten. L. iv. e. xviii. p. 241. 
e Teriull. contr. Marc. L. i. c. xiv. „zin 


/ 
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1. The firſt is, The offering to Pie, vi. of 
God: Angels and Men, under certain $ rymbols,” 
the Death, Paſſion, or Sacrifice of Chriſt, We 
do —_ lite * — preciſely the /ame) in Baptiſm 
alſo : ere we repreſent and commemorate” 
we be hi vocally, and manually, (in Mind, and 
by Mouth, and by ſignificant YT) the Death! 
and Burial of Chrift out Lord. 
2. The ſecond is, the offering, as it were, 
to divine Confideration, with our Praiſes and 
Thankſgivings,' 'Chriſt and his Sacrifice, plead- 
ing the Merit of it, in behalf of ourſelves: 
and others.” We do 2 near a-kin to 
this in Baptiſin likewiſe, pleading the ſame 
Sacrifice of Atonement, with the Merits there- 
of, in behalf of the Perſons be OY 
the fame to divine Conſideration. 
The third is, the offering up Chriſt's y. 
flical Body, the Church; or ourſelves a _ ws | 
it d, as an ge CY reaſonable Sacrifice 
| nl 57 hn! voto 


Fl Fulgentiud! s 83 on 1 Head i is well, es. the noting; 
as making the Church to be the Sacrifice offered, and likewiſe, _ 
as interpreting the Ilapſi of the irit, conformably, of the 
Spirit's lpAtying that mm Mical Body, via, The Church. He 
flouriſhed about 530, and is 2 greater "Antiquity. and Authority 
than moſt of the Greek, Latin, or Oriental Litargies now extant. 
Cum ergo ſancti Spiritus ad ſanctificandum totiùs eccleſiz 
Sacrificium poſtulatur Adventur, nihil aliud poſtulari mihi videtur, 
niſi ut per Gratiam ſalutarem in Corpore Chriſti (quod eſt Beele- 
14) caritatis unitas jugiter indiſrupta ſervetur. Dum itaque 
Eecleſia Spiritum ſanctum ſibi oceſitus poſtulat mirri, donum fibi 
caritatis & unanimitatis poſtulat a Deo conferri. Quando au- 
tem congruentius, m ad conſecrandum Sacrificium Corporis 
Cbriſti ſancta Eccleſia (quz eſt Corpus Christi) ſpiritũs ſancti de 
cat Adventum; quz ipſum caput ſuam ſecundum carnem de 
iritus ſanta noverit natum ? Hoc ergo factum eſt caritate 
ivina, ut ex ipſo ſpiritu corpus illius eſſet renatum, de quo 
2 caput eſt natum.— Hz i itaque ſpiricuali æd ificatio a 
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unto God : A Sacrifice repreſented by. the out- 

you Signs, and conveyed, as it were, under 
Symbols of Bread and Wine. 

1 1 third Article of the Pof-Oblation | is ſeen, 
lo in Baptiſm; For, we are therein ſuppoſed 

to be dedicated, conſecrated, devoted, thro' Chriſt, 

to God. On which Account Baptiim has been 

S of n N 

| Antients ©. Pr . 


© Nevertheleſs, the Sacrament of the Bachs. 
riſt has more particularly obtained the Name 
of Sacrifice : Partly, onAccount of the Offerings. 
to Church and Poor in the Ante -Oblation, 
which are peculiar to that amen? and 
partly, on Account of the;commemorated Sa- 
crifice in the Pof-Oblation. For, tho Bax ptiſm 
n _ Baud and Burigh _—_ in- 
SURED 999 ©. directiy 
x 5 

5 pri 2 gur 77 in  caritats, —— ſeillcet 1 B. Petri 
ermonem, Lapides vivi zdificantur in domum ſpiritalem, in 
facerdotium ſanctum, offerentes /piritales Hoſtias, acceptabiles 


Deo per Jeſum Chriſtum) nunquam / opportunius petitur, quam 
cum ab ipſo Chriſti i pt} quod eſt Eerlſin, in Sacramento pa · 


nis & l ipſum C 
enim 4 bibimus, &c. 1 Cor. x. 16, 17. Fulgent. ad Monim, 
Lib. f tt: p. 34, 38, 36; 37. Edit. Paris, conf; Fragment. p. 641. 


* Cum venis ad Gratiam Baptiſmi, vitulum obtuliſti, uia in 
727 Chriſti baptizaris. Origen. in Neth, Hom. ir. 5. 197. 
ened. 
Holocauſto dominicz paſlionis, quod eo. 8 re, offert quiſe. 
Pep pro 3 ſuis, quo ej N e & 
hriſtianorum Fidelium nomine 33 Eris imbuitur. Auguſti fn, 
ad Rom, Expoſ c. xix p. 937. d Bened. | 
' Tpſe ho ape, Dei nomini conſecratus, & Deo deyotus, in quan · 


tum mundo moritur ut Deo virat, . iu 4ů 
. ele & vi. by 41. l — r ” 
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diet the grand god . yet it doe as: 0 | 
_ preciſely, formally, 


commemorate the Sacrifice of * 05 as the 
Eacharlt does. 1 
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N. n 16. wet Pow this rand 
P. 9. 1.12. read Subtilties, © 
Bit 9 laſt line, read calling 
P. * line 32. read Polan: 
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ripiure Vindicated, in Anſwer to a Book in- 

tituled, Chy:ftianity as old as the Creation, in 
T hires Parts. The Third Edition. To which is 
prefix d, a general Preface, 8. 


II. The Importance of the Doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity aſſerted, in Reply to ſome late Pamphlers. 
By Daniel Waterland, D. D. Chaplain in Ordinary 
to his Majeſty. The Second Edition, 8 v. 


III. A an of the Doctrine of the Euchariſt, 


as laid down in Scripture and Antiquity. By Da- 


niel Waterland, D. D. Chaplain in Ordinary to his 
Majeſty. The Second Edition, 800. 


IV. Eight Sermons 2 reach'd at the Cachedral 
Church of St. Paul, in Defence of the Divinity of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt z upon the Encouragement 


＋ the 
containing Remarks upon Two late Pamphlets: 
One intituled, Modeſt Plea, &c. continued, Sc. 


The other, Unity of GOD mot inconſiſtent with the 


Divinity of Cn <A Sc. By Daniel Waterland, 
D. D. Maſter of Magdalen College in Cambridge, 


and Chaplain in Ordinary to his OY: The 
Second Edition, 8v9, _ _ 


V. The Procedure, Extent ou Limits of Hu- 


man Underſtanding. The Third Edition, with 


| Corrections and Amendments „ 8 


9 9 Things Divine and Supernatural conceiv d 
by Analogy with Things Natural and Human. By 
the Author _ The Procedure, Extent and Limits 

of Human Underſtanding 800, 


given To Lady Moyer, and at the Appointment | 
ord Biſhop of London. With a Preface 


a 
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| Books printed for W. Innys and R. Manby. 
VII. A Demonſtration of the Groſs and Funda- 
mental Errors of a late Book, called, A Plain Ac- 
count of the Nature and End of the Lord's Supper, &c. 
wherein alſo the Nature and Extent of the Re- 
demption of all Mankind by Jeſus Chriſt, is ſtated 
and explained; and the Pretences of the Deiſts, 
for a Religion of Natural Reaſon inſtead of it, are 
examinꝰd to the Bottom. The Whole, humbly, 
_ earneſtly and affectionately addreſs'd to all Or- 
ders of Men, and more eſpecially to all the youn- 
ger Clergy. By V. Law, A.M. The Second 

Edition, 8 vo. e LE | 


WW: 4 An Eſſay concerning Rational Notions. 
To which is added, The Proof of a God. By the 
late Charles Mayne, Eſq; 8 vo. 5 # 


IX. An Hiſtorical and Critical Account of the 

moſt eminent Claſſic Authors in Poetry and Hi- 
ſtory. In three Parts, by the Reverend Edward 
Manwaring, 8 vo. | 85 / 


EX. Inſtitutes of Learning; taken from Arifto-. 
tle, Plutarch, Longinus, Dionyſius Halicarn, Cicero, 
Quintilian, and by many others Writers both an- 
tient and modern, Sc. By the Reverend Edward 
Mamnwaring,. 8 vo. | Ts | 


XI. The genuine Epiſtles of the Apoſtglical Fa- 
thers, St. Barnard, St. Ignatius, St. Clement, St. 
Polycarp, the Shepherd of Hermes, and the Mar- 
tyrdoms of St. Ignatius and St. Polycarp : Written 
by thoſe who were preſent at their Sufferings; be- 
ing, together with the Holy Scriptures of the New 
Teſtament, a complete Collection of the moſt pri 
mitive Antiquity for about a Hundred and Fifty 
Years after Chriſt, Tranſlated and publiſhed, 


with 


' Books printed for W. Innys and R. Manby. 
with a large preliminary Diſcourſe relating to the 
ſeveral Treatiſes here put together. By the moſt 


Reverend Father in God, William, late Lord Arch-⸗ 
biſhop of Canterbury. The Fourth Edition, 8 vo. 


XII. The Bleſſings of Chriſtian Philoſophy ; 
being a Treatiſe on the Beatitudes. In a familiar 
Dialogue between Doctor and Pariſhioner. By * 
Arthur St. George, D. D. 8 vo. | I 


XIII. The Beauty of Holineſs in the Common 
Prayer z as ſet forth in four Sermons preached at 
the Rolls Chapel, in the. Year 1716. By 7 bomas 
Biſſe, D. D. The Ninth Edition, 8v0. 


XIV. The Divine Authority of the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion, and the Natural Deity of Feſus Chriſt the Author 
of it, aſſerted in Eight Sermons, preached at the 
Cathedral Church of St. Paul, London, in the Years © 
1730 and 1731, at the Lecture founded by the 
worthy Lady Moyer, deceas d. By Fohn Brown, 
M. A. Rector of Steeby in the County of Leiceſter ; 
and Chaplain to his Royal Highneſs the Prince of 
Wales, $00. 


XV. . The Plain Account of the Nature and End of 
the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper, &c. not drawn 
from or founded on ö In a Letter to the 
Author, 8e. 4 


